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Executive Summary

Housing and Employment Growth

Seattle 2035the Ci t y 6 s c-yearCenprehersi@e Plan mandated underthe Washington State Growth
Management Act, was adopted in 2016. The long-range modeling used to develop the Plan anticipated the city to
grow by at least 70,000 housing units and 115,000 jobs between 2015 and 2035.The growth estimates help the
City plan zoning and infrastructure sufficient to serve that growth.

New housing is essential to accommodate the current rapid pace of population growth and enable households of
different sizes and income levels to live in the city. To encourage better access to services, transit, and

empl oyment over t he GrwhStr&dyydirecta 84 percer a otsing geolvth to urban
centers and urban villages Along with concentrating growth in centers and villages, the Growth Strategy focuses
public capital investments in these neighborhoods.

Hal f of t he ci t,gdgwithnearlg 60 paceny of enploymentgrowth,i s gui ded t o t he ¢
urban centers. Theseneighborhoods serve asregional centers as well asoffering the densest mix of housing and
job opportunities within the city. Most of the ci t yefaning growth is directed to urban villages.

Focusing residential and employment growth in urban centers and urban villages provides walkable access to
neighborhood services, enhances the ability of transit to serve commuters efficiently, and reduces greenhouse gas
emissions. The strategy also supports successful neighborhood commercial districtsand existing industry clusters.

Int h e @rowti @dd Equity Analysis published in May 2015, we identified urban villages where there is ahigh
risk that current residents could be displaced from their homes due to development pressures. To reducethose
pressures the Comprehensive Plan assigns a lower expected housing growth rate tourban villages with high
displacement risk.

HOUSING GROWTH
The first two years of the planning period are part of a phenomenal period of housing growth that began in 2013.

The pace of housing growth in Seattle during the first two years of the planning period far exceeded the expected
20-year average.Between the beginning of 2016 and the end of 2017, the city added over 15,000 housing units,
increasing its existing housing supply by 5 percent. The units added in the first two years of the planning period
equate to 22 percent of the expected twentyyear growth. By yearend 2017, the city contained over 351,000
housing units.

While the pace of development in Seattle is faster than expected the general distribution oft he ci t yds housi
growth thus far in the planning period is similar to what the Seattle 2035 plan expects for the twenty -year
planning period, wi th 86 percent of the cityds housing growth ha

Between January2016 and December2 0 1 7 Downt own ds tbowraughlyr8§00 sinitsooc 1R pegcene w
The neighboring South Lake Union urban center added roughly 2,100 housing unitsii expanding the housing
stock in that center by 46 percent. In contrast, the number of housing units in Northgate barely budged.

Housing growth rates in urban villages also varied, with the fastest growth generally occurring in residential urban
villages with very good transit service. Some urban villageswith high displacement riskii 23rd & Union Jackson,
Columbia City, and North Beacon Hilli added housing at a very rapid rate, while other urban villages with high
displacement risk added very little housing. Some of the other urban villages in the city also experienced low
growth rates.

As of December2017, there were nearly 21,500 housinginits permitted, but not yet built. Depending on when these
homes are built, it is possibl e weyeanoulsihggtowtivestimateiajashed 52
the first few years of the 20year planning window.


http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/comprehensive-plan#projectdocuments
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/FinalGrowthandEquityAnalysis.pdf

In Seattle, as inother cities that have few vacant development sites, new development typically requires
demolition of existing buildings. Analysis of recent permit data indicates that for every demolished housing unit,
8.5 new units were built. In urban centers and villages, the ratio of new units to demolished units was even higher,
with 15 times as many units built for every unit demolished.

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

As with housing growth, the pace of employment growth is greatly exceedng the average pace of growth
anticipated in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Planin just the twelve months beginning in March 2015, the city
received almost onefifth of the job growth anticipated for the entire 20-year planning period. By March 2016,
Seattle workplaces containedan estimated 590,000 jobs (not counting construction and resources jobs, the
locations of which can be difficult to track.)

Sixty-nine percent of the growth between March 2015 and March 2016 occurred in urban centers, surpassing the
58 percent share expected in the Comprehensive Plan The fastest growing job center was South Lake Union, with
5,300 new jobsi 14 percent growth in just one year. Other areas have seen less than expected growth The
number of jobs in the Duwamish and Ballard- Interbay-Northend manufacturing/ industrial centers declined.

Aff ord ability

Although recent years have seenrecord levels of housing development, that development was outpaced by the
growing demand for housing associated with the booming economy . Therent increases that accumulated over
recent yearshave made it very difficult for low -income households to live in our city. About seven in ten low-
income renter households in Seattle are shouldering unaffordable housing costs, and roughly four in ten low -
income renter households are spending more than half of their income for housing costs.

The City has adopted a goal to Omake it possible for hou
and reduce over time the unmet housing needs of lower-i n ¢ o me h o us e h o IMdny govemmedhlandt | e . 6

non-governmental entities are working to increase the supply of income-restricted affordable housing in Seattle.

The Cityds housing strategies incl ude apreseavationeof nyarket-f
rate affordable housing. To gauge affordability levels existing in the market, we look at the minimum household
income level that a household would need to afford rent and basic utilities. (Using a common standard, our
analysis of the market considers housing to be affordable if it consumes no more than 30 percent of household
income.)

1 Market-rate apartment units in medium to large complexes (i.e., those with 20 or more units) are largely
unaffordable to low -income households. In 2016, the median rent being paid for a 1-bedroom apartment in
these complexesrequired a household income of 103 percent of the area median income to be considered
affordable. Units in complexes with 20 or more units make up the majority of newly constructed housing and
are a growing share of rental units in the city.

1 Rents for market-rate units in smaller multifamily properties tend to be lower than rents in medium to large
complexes (in part because the smaller properties are less likely to have been constructedvery recently). For
example, aone-bedroom apartment in a small apartment complex is affordable to a household with an
income of 76 percent of area median income. Still, most units in small multifamily rental properties are
unaffordable with an income of 60 percent of AMI.

1 Rental units with two or more bedrooms are a small and diminishing share of the rental housing supply and
are less likelythan studio and one-bedroom units to be affordable at low -income levels.

1 The affordability of market-rate rents varies greatly within our region. Within Seattle, 21 percent of the
market-rate apartment units in medium to large complexes are affordable at 80 percent of AMI compared to
44 percent that are affordable at this income level in the four-county Puget Sound region.

appro



Having a sufficient supply of income-restricted affordable housing for low-income families and individuals is key
to advancing goals in the Comprehensive Plan foraffordability and inclusi vity.

1 From the beginning of 2016 to March 31, 2018, the number of income -restricted housing units in the city
increased by about 1,600.As of March 2018, there are approximately 29,400 income-restricted housing units
in the city.

1 As of March 2018, approximately 2,500 additional income-restricted affordable units are in development with
support from a variety of funding sources including the Seattle Housing Levy. This statistic does not include
income-restricted affordable units that will be included in otherwise market -rate buildings through the
Multifamily Tax Exemption, housing bonus, and Mandatory Housing Affordability programs.

1 About 82 percent of the rent - and income-restricted units existing in Seattle as of March 2018 are insde
urban centers and villages.Nearly all (99%) of the growth between January 1, 2016 and March 31, 2018n the
supply of rent- and income-restricted units occurred within urban centers and villages.

Livability

For t he c-prientedl developreem stiategy to be effective, residents must have access to frequent transit

near their homes. Service investments in Metro and expansion of the Sound Transit light rail system are helping

improve access.By2025(t en years into t he -yea pignming heead)stheCay iskaimagfédrs 2 0
transit running every 10 minutes or more often to be accessiblewithin a half-mile walk to at least 72 percent of

Seattle households.

As of the fall 2017, 64 percent of housing in the city is within a half-mile walk of transit running every 10 minutes

or more frequently ; this isup from 51 percent in 2016. A large majorityfi 84 percentfi of housing in urban centers

and villages is within a half-mile walk of 10-minute transit. While there is notable variation among individual urban

centers and villages in access to 10 minute transit service, all, or very nearly al, ofthe housi ng i n each of
urban centers and urban villages, except one village, has access to15-minute service.The exception is the Admiral

urban village in West Seattle.

Walkability is essential for ensuring that urban centers and villages function well for residents, and sidewalks are a
basicingredient for making neighborhoods walkable. In the city as a whole,about 85 percentof Ci t yds pri or it
sidewalk blockfaces have complete sidewalks within urban centers and villages, about 89 percent do. The greatest
concentration of missing sidewalks is north of N 85™ Street, but several urban villages in south Seattle also have

low rates of sidewalk completion.

Access to par ks, open space, and recreational facilities
Anesti mated 94 percent of halhmie @pproynately 1D-onmee watkiofa pakiot hi n a
recreational facility owned or maintained by Seattle Parks and Recreation

TheCi t 20%r $arks and Open Space Plandentifies neighborhoods that are priorities for future acquisition of
land based on gaps in walkable access toparks and recreational facilities and based on additional factors
including social equity, public health, population density, and the feasibility of land acquisition. Priority areas
include the Northgate urban center ; the First Hill and 12" Avenue neighborhoods in the First Hill/Capitol Hill
urban center; five of the ¢ i tsixlub urban villages; and severalresidential urban villages.

The Parks and Open Space Plarnincorporates many strategies in addition to acquisition . City departments are
working together and involving community par tners to identify innovative strategies to meet neighborhood needs
for recreational and outdoor space.



Introduction

This is the first in a series of periodic monitoring reports that will track growth and gauge progress in
implementing the 20 -year Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan

Seattl eds Comp amethe mpdrtanee ofP| a n
monitoring

Se at €dmeréhensive PlanisourCi t yds gui de for mar
the next twenty years. Sincethe Plan was first adopted in 1994, it has

provided the overall vision and policy framework that informs our work to
enhance the livability of the city as we welcome new residents and jobs.

The Cityrecently adopted a major update ofthe Plan: 0 Seat t | e 203
Comprehensive Plan Managing Growth to Become an Equitable and

Su st ai n abhe ®undatioh of théPlan continues to be the Urban

Village Strategy, which is set now forthinthe Plan 8 s Gr owt h St r
element. This strategy is designed to guide growth to the denser areas in the
city that are best able to thrive on that growth while enabling the City to
efficiently expand access to public services important for livability.

Monitoring is needed for the public and decision makers to identify how well
the Comprehensive PlanGrowth Strategy is working to guide growth and to
assesswhether the city is progressing in the way the Plan envisions.

Our approach to monitoring

Theintroduction tot he Seattl e 2035 Comprehensive Plan describes t|
Defining and Measuring Success

There will always be ways the City can improve to meet changing needs and to address ongoing
concerns. Because of the changing nature of ourregion and our city, the success of this Plan is not
measured by an ideal end state. Instead, success is measured by whether we are moving in the
directions the Plan lays out.

The Plan covers many topics in several chapters, and monitoring progress on evey one of those topics

would be a time-consuming and demanding task. To simplify the monitoring process, the City has

identified several indicators that will provide insights about progress on key issues addressed by the

Plan. The City will collect baselinedata and track these indicators over time. Indicators will be tracked for

the city as a whole and for each urban village, as feasible, to help assess progress in implementing the

Growth Strategy. The City will report regularly on changes in these indicators to help the public and

elected officials judge the effectiveness of the Pl an

The report is divided into three sections: Growth, Affordability, and Livability. Each section includes indicators for
multiple topics.

1 The section on growth presents indicators on both housing growth and employment growth,

1 The section on affordability includes indicators on housing dedicated to serving low-income households as
well asthe affordability of market -rate housing.

1 The section on livability contains indicators on access to transit, sidewalks, and parks and open space.

Each of the indicators has been selected to provide meaningful information on how the city is growing and

progressing relativetot h e Pgbadsrarid policies. However, each of these indicators has limitations and tells

only a partial story. Al ong with the indicators, wedve provided | inks
information on community conditions and the ways in which the City is working to implement Plan policies and

goals.


http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/comprehensive-plan#projectdocuments

Wedl | be updating several of the indicators, i ncWelbdi
be reporting somewhat less frequently on other indicators, such as the presence of sidewalks and access to prks
and open space, for which large changes are not expected on an annual basis.

We plan to produce another full report on all of the indicators in 2021 to inform the next major update of the
Comprehensive Plan, which is scheduled to occur in 20231n other years, updated indicators will be reported
online in a streamlined format.

In general, we consider the monitoring period for the 2035 Plan to run from the beginning of 2016 to the end of
2035. However, the timing of data availability and other practical considerations necessitate differences between
some of the indicators in the tim e periods we report.

This first report establishes the indicators we are monitoring and provid es baseline data on theseindicators for
the beginning of the Seattle 2035 Compre h e n s i v e -y@ar gannihg per2o0. Reporting on change over time
in this initial report was, however, a priority for some of the indicators: most notably for the housing growth and
employment growth indicators. For housing, this report captures two full years of growth (from the beginning of
2016 to the end of 2017). However, the lag with which employment data becomes available limits our first report

to just one yeards worth of job growth (from March 2015

A note on u rban centers and villages

The Introduction in the Comprehensive Plan describes the roles that the four different types of urban centers and
vilagesplayintheCi t y6s Gr owt h Strategy:

o0Ur ban caethedemssst Seattle neighborhoods. They act as both regional centersand local
neighborhoods that offer a diverse mix of uses, housing, and employment opportunities.

Hub urban villages are communities that offer a balance of housing and employment but are generally
less dense than urban centers. These areas provide a mix ojoods, services, and employment for their
residents and surrounding neighborhoods.

Residential urban villages are areas of residential development, generally at lower densities than urban
centers or hub urban villages. While they are also sources of goodsand services for residents and
surrounding communities, for the most part they do not offer many employment opportunities.

ng

h

Manufacturing/industrial centers ar e home to the cityods thriving indust

centers, they are important regional resources for retaining and attracting jobs and for maintaining a
diversified economy. 6

The map in Figurel.ls hows the | ocation of the cityds urban centers

are established based on guidelines in the Comprehensive Plan individual urban centers and villages vary
substantially in shape and size.T h e PApjendicss provide background information on land area, land use,
density, development capacity, and other attributes for each of the urban centers and villages.

Prior to the 0Seattle 20356 update to the Pl arban s ome
villages. Although no longer designated as separate urban villages,the names of these areas are still sometimes
used to refer to neighborhoods within urban centers. (See the map in Figure 12.) Data reported for some of the
indicators in this report include disaggregated data for neighborhoods within centers.

Zoning places strict limitations on residential uses int h e  enanufgctusng/industrial centers. We include
statistics pertaining to manufacturing/industrial centers in severalof the tables in this report. In some cases, this is
for statistical completeness, i.e., to show numbers adding to 100 percent of totals.

of


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_Appendices.pdf

Demographic context

Area demographics are helpful to consider when evaluating indicator findings. The links below provide counts and

basic characteristics about people, households, and housing in the city as a whole andin individual urban centers

and urban villages. The information provided is fromthe US.Census Bur eau 0 s dl@pfate@hisCensus.
information o nce data from the 2020 Census become available.

The decennial Census provides estimates down to the Census block level, which allows us to tabulate statistics for

areas that correspond closely with urban onmmunritygSerseyand c e
provides estimates on a broader set of demographic and related characteristics; however, these estimates are not
geographically detailed enough or accurate enough to reliably represent urban villages.

The first three links below provide access to tabular reports. The urban center and village geographies used to
tabulate these estimates are approximations based on combinations of census blocks. The fourth link is to a
reference map that shows the relationship of urban centers and villages to census tract boundaries established with
the 2010 Census

9 BasicPopulation and Housing Unit Characteristics for Urban Centers and Villages 1990, 2000, and 201GPDF)
1 Census 2010 Urban Centers and Villages Subject Reporeport (Population, Households, Housing) (PDF)

1 Census 2010 Urban Centers and Villages Subject RepoifExce)

1 2010 Census Tracts and Urban Centers and Villages Reference Maf*DH



http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/DecennialCensus/Census2010UrbanCentersandVillagesChangefrom1990.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/DecennialCensus/Census2010UrbanCentersandVillagesSubjectReport.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/DecennialCensus/Census2010UrbanCentersandVillagesSubjectReport.xlsx
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/DecennialCensus/2010CensusTractsandUrbanCentersandVillages.pdf

Figure 1.1 (Reference Map)
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Figure 1.2 (Reference Map)
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Section 1: Housing and Employment Growth

Broad context

Seattle 2035t he Ci t y@omprehensive @lantanticipatesand
plans for the city to grow by at least 70,000 housing unitsand 115,000
jobs between 2015 and 2035

S e at GrovehiS¢rategy directs halfof t h e  dadusing grewth and
nearly 60 percent of our employment growth to six urban centersfi
areas of the city that have the greatest residential and employment
densities and access to the regiond transit network.

Our Growth Strategy guides most of the remaining residential growth
and non-industrial job growth to hub urban villages, where people live
close to concentrations of services and jobs; and to residential urban
villages, where retailersand services mainly serve the nearby
population. In these areas, emphasis is also onocating growth near
transit, with anticipated growth calibrated to help reduce the risks of
displacement that can accompany growth. (For reference, maps on the
two preceding pages in Figures 1.1 and 1.2show the locations of each
urban center and urban village, and the neighborhoods within urban
centers.)

As we complete this report, we are only a small fraction of the way into
the current twenty -year planning period. Examining the recent data on
housing and employment growth helps us understand the dramatic
rate of change and emerging patterns of development in the city.
However, the future is uncertain and the pace of growth in recent years
may not predict the pace in coming years. The City will continue to
monitor actual development as a key consideration in shaping the next
major Comprehensive Plan update in 2023.

The topics and indicators

HOUSING GROWTH

wedr e

How GMA Shapes the Way
Seattle Plans for the Growth

As required by the Washington State
Growth Management Act (GMA),
Seattle and other cities in King County
share in accommodating population
growth forecasted by the state. In King
County, cities also adopt allocations for
projected employment growth, which
facilitates integration of planning for
housing, jobs, and transportation.

The King County Countywide Planning
Policieslay out a collaborative process
by which policymakers allocate
projected growth to cities. While the
Washington State Office of Financial
Management provides the county
population forecast on which the
residential allocation of growth is
based, the Puget Sound Regional
Council (PSRC) supplies the
employment projection that is divv ied
up in the allocation process.

In highly-populated areas, GMA also
requires adoption of a regional plan to
provide a shared framework for
guiding growth . In our region,
VISION 2040provides this framework.

moni toring

The housing growth indica tors we are tracking compare the housing growth that has occurred since the
beginning of the current twenty -year planning period with the amount and distribution of housing growth

anticipated in the Comprehensive Plan.

EMPLOYMENT GROWTH

The employment gro wth indicators compare the job growth that has occurred during the current planning

PSRC

period with the amount and distribution of job growth anticipated in the Plan.

For both housing growth and employment growth , thisfi our first monitoring report fi includes a look back at
previous planning periods to see howS e a t actua grewth has compared with prior growth estimates . This is to
offer a long-range perspective to keep in mind as we examine the extraordinary growth Seattle has experienced
thus far in our current planning period.


http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/comprehensive-plan#projectdocuments
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/CPPs.aspx
https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/executive/performance-strategy-budget/regional-planning/CPPs.aspx
https://www.psrc.org/vision

Housing Growth

Adding housing is essential to accommodate population growth. Growing our housing supply is also necessary to
help advance affordability and enable households of different sizes and income levels to live in the city.

Concentrating housing growth as envisioned in the Plan will enable our urban centers and villages to function as
increasingly complete neighborhoods i neighborhoods where residents can easily walk or take transit to get to
jobs and services, andto meet their other daily needs.

Key policy guidance

Thestate GMAr equi res that <citiesd comprehen o someoftherelevant O W h o

accommodate their expected share of population growth. In King County, the goals and policiesi n Se a

Growth Management Planning Council reviews the state forecast and the regional Comprehensive Plan

plan to allocate shares of expected growth to each city. Each city then

incorporates those growth estimates into i ts comprehensive plan as the minimum GS G1

amount of growth the city needs to serve with zoning, infrastructure, and utilities. GS 1.1

¢KS DNRBguUK {UGNFXGS3I& Ay {SIddfSQa t csuis

the City is anticipating over the 2@ear planning perid and lays out how our GS G2
GS21
GS23
GS 2.6

Growth St rategy

(Vp))
QX
c

PN

Urban Village Strategy will continue to guide the distribution of growth.
Estimating future growth enables the City to identify whether current zoning
allows that many units and helps the City plan for the infrastructure needed t:
serve growth.If actual growth isigher than expected growth, the City may neec

Land Use element

LU G1
to make adjustments to accommodatenitth the next major update of the LU 1.2
Comprehensive Plan due June 2023. LU 1.3
LU G8
The Land Use and Housing elements of the Comprehensive Plan work with he LU 8.1

Growth Strategy to guide how the City addresses housing needs associated with

. ) i Housing element
growth. The Land Useelement guid es zoning and development regulations

HG2
shaping the location and types of housing that can be built, and the Housing H21
element establishespolicies to addressthe housing needs of households of all H2.3
types and incomes. H2.5

ANTICIPATED HOUSINGGROWTH:

Growth anticipated in the city as awhole i Se a t tClorepéebensive PlanGrowth Strategy anticipates the
addition of 70,000 housing units within the city as a whole over the twenty -year planning period.

Distribution of growth A The Planexpects8 4 per cent of the
overall housing growth during the 20-year planning period to occur in
urban centers and urban villages, with 50 percent of the overall
growth going to urban centers, and 34 percent going to urban
villages.

Growth anticipated in urban centers A Urban centers play an

especially important role in citywide and regional growth

management planning. The four-county Puget Sound Region contains
twenty-nine such centers, six of which are in SeattleConsistent with

the Regional Gr owtCompsehensive Ranlaysoube at t | €
20-year housing and employment growth estimates for each of our

cityds urban centers.


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=29
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=31
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=33
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=33
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=43
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=43
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=43
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=54
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=54
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=101
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=101
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=101
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=101

Growth anticipated in urban villages f For hub and
residential urban villages, the Seattle 2035 Plan
places a greater emphasis on growth near trarsit and
incorporates lower growth rates in some areas to
mitigate risks of displacement that can accompany
growth. Specifically:

1 Housing in urban villages with 6 v e r y trapsito &
e X poecater e t o

serviced is
than housing in areas without that service. (For
thispurpose, oOovery good
light rail station or a RapidRide bus stop plus at
least one other frequent bus route.)

1 In urban villages with high displacement risk, the
Plan assigns a lower expected housing growth
rate regardless of transit service levels. Places
with high displacement risk were identified in
the Growth and Equity Analysis which the City
published in May 2015. (See sidebar.)

trans

Displacement Risk estimated in the 2015 Growth
and Equity Analysis

0By combining data on v
amenities, development potential, and rents,

the displacement risk index identifies areas

where displacement of marginalized

popul ati ons may be mor e

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

May 2016

The measurement of Displacement Risk incorporated the
following factors:

1

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

Amenities: Potential contributors to real estate demand
including access to transit, proximity to certain core
businesses, and adjacency to gentrifying affluent
neighborhoods.

Estimated development capacity: How much future
development could exist parcel by parcel under current
zoning, which suggests the potential location and scale
of futur e development.

Market-rate rent: Comparison of neighborhood rents to
rents in the city as a whole, which can suggest the
extent to which new market-rate development could
affect current rents in the neighborhood.


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/FinalGrowthandEquityAnalysis.pdf

Indicator: Housing growth in the city as a whole

To monitor housing growth,we use the numbers from the Office of Planni
( O P C Bban Center/Village Housing Unit Growth Report,d6 whi ch tracks conGrowthinct i on p
the number of housing units is calculated by counting new units and subt racting demolished units.

What the data show

Seattle has added an unusually high number of

Figure 1.3
housing units thus far in the 2016 to 2035
monitoring period for the current Comprehensive Housing Growth in Seattle During
Plan. Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period
1 As shown in Figure 1.3, b etween the 70,000
beginning of 2016 and the end of 2017,
Seattle added over 15,000 housing units to
the 336,000 -unit housing supply that existed 60,000
at the end of 2015. 33,326
o In 2016, the first year in the monitoring 50,000
period, the city added 6,487 units.
0 In 2017, the city added 8,753 units. 40,000 0 Remainder of 20-Year
Housing Growth Estimate
These statistics reflec Units
economy and continue a n extraordinary 30,000 )
period of historically high rates of Sl Esirlrtn;t;e:f’ I’E\I:; Ifet
development. The number of housing units 20,000 2017
added in 2017 is higher than the number added

B Growth from
10,000 Beginning of 2016
Through End of 2017

in any other year since the 1994 adoption of
Seattl eds ori giRaal Comp

As of year -end 2017, Seattle had about
351,000 housing units.

9 The housing units added in the first two years
of the current planning period equal 22
percent of the 20 -year growth estimate of
70,000 housi ng units. This is well over twice the
growth we would expect during this period if the city were to add the same number of units each year to
reach the 20-year growth estimate.

9 As of the end of 2017, there were nearly 21,500 housing units permitted, but n ot yet built. While most
of these units are likely to get built, this may take several years Summing the units built  during 2016 and
2017wi th units in the pipeline yields over 3y€arggowth uni t s,
estimates.

Access updated data on housing growth :

T h éJrban Center/Village Housing Unit Growth Reportéis updated on a quarterly basis and is available on
OPCDds Popul ati on websid. Demogr aphi cs

Residential Permit Reportsand an interactive map displaying permit locations are also available on the
OPCD website.


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/UCUV_Growth_Report.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics
http://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=4a11cc47d3044e60ae8114b16b0e399d
http://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=4a11cc47d3044e60ae8114b16b0e399d

During the monitoring period, 8.5 times as many units were built as were demolished. As shown in Figure
1.4, from the beginning of 2016 to roughly the end of 2017, approximately 17,260 new housing units were built
citywide, while about 2,020 housing units were

demolished. Figure 1.4

1 In urban centers and villages, the ratio of new
units to demolished units was even higher New and Demolished Housing Units in Seattle
with 15 times as many units built for every Beginning of 2016 to ~End of 2017+

unit demolished .

17,000
12,000
Housing
Units
7,000 .
H New Units
2,000
O Demolished
-3,000 Units

As we think about the tremendous growth that has occurred in recent years, itis important to keep in
mind that the pace of growth varies with development cycles and can change quite a bit over the course of
a 20-year planning period.

While there is uncertainty about how much longer rapid growth will be sustained and whether similarly rapid rates
of growth will be repeated later in the planning period , data on units in the pipeline suggests continued robust
growth over the next several years.

Planning for growth is a continual process.  In anticipation of the next major update to the Comprehensive

Plan, which is required by 2023 under the state Growth Management Act , the City will work with the Puget
Sound Regional Council and King County to ensure that regional and countywide policies and targets

reflect the extraordinary amount of growth seen in recent years in Seattle. The City will continue to collect
and analyze data on residential development activity compared to what was anticipated in the plan, and will
complete a full update of the Urban Village Indicators Monitoring Report in 2021.



Perspective on how annual
housing growth in Seattle
has varied over time

Year to year variation in housing
growth is illustrated in the chart in
Figure 1.5. The chart shows annual
growth in the number of housing
units in Seattle from 1995 to 2017.
Dramatic swings in the housing
market punctuated the last decade,
with a steep decline in residential
development in the aftermath of
the Great Recession followed by a
steep increasethat began the
current five-year stretch of rapid
growth.

Figure 1.5

Annual Housing Growth in Seattle 8753

1995 to 2017
6,966 7,435
! 6,756
6,174 6,487
3 959
3, 403 3 301 3118 3,661
Housing 2,699 2,560 2 o | 2,675
Units 1, 9832,092 2,211 2,159
1,1701,123 I I I

\95 96 97 98 99 00 01 02 03 04 05 06 0O7 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15) 16 17

Y
Growth during the 1994 Comp Plan's 2Gyear planning period Growth during two
yearswithin
current Comp Plan
monitoring period



|l ndi cator: Share of the cityds growth in

What the data show

Thus far, the di s thousibgugrowthis stokinglyS Bka twhatthe &lan expected for the
twenty -year planning period.
1 Asenvisioned by the PI ands Growth Strategy, the |

arge majority of
beginning of 2016 has occurred in urban centers and villages.

1 At 86 percent, the share of r esidential growth that happened in centers and villages has been
somewhat higher than the 84 percent share the Plan anticipated.

1 At 52 percent, the share of growth that wentto urban centers was also somewhat higher than the 50
percent anticipated.

Seattle is only two years into the 20-year planning period. We will need to accumulate additional experience to
get fuller insight into the success of the urban village strategy under the current Comprehensive Plan.
Figure 1.6

Distribution of Residential  Growth in Seattle During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period

Anticipated Distribution of Housing Growth in Seattle
Current 20 -Year Planning Period
(70,000 Housing Units Total)

Actual Distribution of Housing Growth in Seattle

Beginning of 2016 Through End of 2017
= Urban Centers (15,240 Housing Units Total)

16% , 14%
= Hub Urban Villages
18% 19%
Residential Urban
Villages

Outside Urban
Centers and Villages

Table 1.1
Distribution of Housing Growth in Seattle
During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring  Period
20-Year Share of City's Growth in Share of City's
Growth 20-Year Housing Units 2016-2017
Estimates Housing Beginning of Housing Growth
(Beginning of Growth 2016 That Occurred
2016 to End Anticipated to End of Inside These
of 2035) Inside These 2017 Areas
Areas
Seattle as a whole: 70,000 100% 15,240 100%
Inside Urban Centers and Urban Villages: 58,500 84% 13,091 86%
Urban Centers 35,000 50% 7,976 52%
Hub Urban Villages 10,900 16% 2,272 15%
Residential Urban Villages 12,600 18% 2,855 19%
Manufacturing Industrial Centers N/A N/A -12 0%
Total Outside Urban Centers & Villages 11,500 16% 2,149 14%



Perspective on how the annual distribution of housing growth in Seattle has
varied over time

Not only the overall amount of housing growth, but also the  distribution of that growth to urban centers
and urban villages, has varied substantially over time.

9 Since 1995,the shares of the cityds housing gtobduwurbangllagemmg t o u
have generally trended upward while the s hare occurring outside of centers and villages has declined.
There has been no discernable trend up or down in the proportion of growth happening in residential urban
villages. |

9 The share of housin g growth
going to urban centers has
generally been greatest during
years when Seattle saw large
overall amounts of housing
growth. For example, roughly 60
percent of the net new units in
2009 (when a large amount of
housing started shortly before the
Great Recession wascompleted),
and in 2017 were added in urban
centers.

View 6f Downtown from roof of Joules
- Apartments in Capitql Hill

Figure 1.7

Annual Amount and Distribution of Housing Growth
10,000 1995 to 2017

9,000
8,000 Outside Centers and Villages

7,000 Residential Urban Villages
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two years within current Plan
monitoring period: 15,240



A look back at the distribution of housing growth in previous planning periods

Comparing the growth that occurred during previous planning periods with the growth we were expecting
provides context for viewing our current growth as well as a longer perspective on how the urban village strategy
has performed.

Seat t1994 Blan projected that the city would grow

by 50,000 to 60,000 householdsover the 20-year

planning period and indicated the shares of that growth

the City anticipated for urban centers, hub urban villages,

and residential urban villages. In the 20 years followin g

the original Pl anés adoption (f
1995 to the end of 2014), more than 67,000 net new

housing units were added in the city, with that growth

distributed in roughly the same proportions as

anticipated in the original Plan.

Figure 1.8
Distribution of Househol d/ Housing Gr owYdarPlamingPerand t | e

1994 Plan: Anticipated Distribution of Household Growth Actual Distribution of Housing Growth
20-Year Planning Period Beginning of 1995 through End of 2014

(50,000-60,000 Households) = Urban Centers (67,111 Housing Units)

2504 = Hub Urban Villages
Residential Urban
Villages
Outside Urban
Centers and Villages

15%

GMA requires cities in Washington to update their
Comprehensive Plans on a periodic basisThe 2004 update
of Seattleds Plan anticipat
on the statefs GMA popul ati
aggressive shift of development to urban centers
(associated in part with th
designation from a hub urban village to an urban center).
The growth that occurred between the 2004 update and

the 2016 update was faster than anticipated, but less
concentrated in urban centers than expected.




Indicator: Housing growth in urban centers

What the data show

With the extraordinary development boom underway,

mo st of

their 20 -year housing growth estimates.

8rbam tentére drsmoving rapidly toward

1 From the beginning of 2016 through the end of 2017, the

number of

housi

ng

uni t s

adde

centers totaled nearly 8,000, roughly 23 percent of their
combined twenty -year growth estimate of 35,000.

91 Asofyeare n d

2017,

about

10,500

0A

addi ti

Gr owt h

centers
King County to achieve the Regional
Strategy. 6

onal

strategy

- King County Countywide Planning Policies

uni t si thaeis, e

they had been permitted, but were not yet built at that time. Combined with the units built since the
beginning of 2016, the total is approximately 18,500 housing units. This is more than half the total housing
growth expected in the centers over 20 years.

Individual urban centers are not sharing equally in the residential building boom.

(Table 1.2 and Figure 19.)
9 Urban centers with the most rapid housing growth are Downtown and South Lake Union .

0 Between the beginning of 2016 and the end of 2017, D o wn t o \wouging stock grew by 12 percent,
which is more than twice the 5 percent growth seen in the city as a whole.

0 South Lake Union now has about 46 percent more housing units than it did just two years prior. Adding
units currently in the development pipeline would get the center two -thirds of the way to the amount of
growth the Plan anticipated for the whole 20 -year planning period.

91 Resdential development in Northgate lagged drastically behind that in other centers.

9 Three urban centerdi First Hill/Capitol Hill

similar to, or somewhat above, the rate in the city as a whole.

Table 1.2

Seattle as a whole

Urban Centers total:
Downtown
First Hill/Capitol Hill
Northgate
South Lake Union
University District
Uptown

Housing Growth in Seattle and Its Urban Centers
During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period

Housing
Units
Existing
as of
2015 Year-
End

336,188
80,322
24,347
29,619
4,535
4,536
9,802
7,483

20-Year
Growth
Estimates
(Beginning
of 2016 to
end of
2035)

70,000
35,000
12,000
6,000
3,000
7,500
3,500
3,000

Growth in
Housing
Units
(Beginning
of 2016
Through
End of
2017)

15,240
7,976
3,015
1,792
3
2,073
787
306

Percentage
Growth
Beginning
of (2016
Through
End of
2017)

5%
10%
12%

6%

0%
46%

8%

4%

Housing
Units
Permitted,
Not Yet
Built
as of
End of
2017

21,434
10,659
3,075
2,605
361
3,068
989
561

, University District , and Uptown i added housing at rates

Housing
Units Built
(2016 &
2017)

+ Housing
Units
Permitted,
Not Yet
Built

36,674
18,635
6,090
4,397
364
5141
1,776
867

n

t



Figure 1.9

Housing Growth in Seattle's Urban Centers

40,000 During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period
35,000
30,000
16,365
25,000 O Remainder of
20-Year Growth
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Housing
Units P ed. N
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15,000 10,659 Yet Built as of
End of 2017
10,000
7,976 B Growth from
5,000 Beginning of
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End of 2017
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Indicator: Housing growth rates in urban villages

What the data show

I n gener al , ubamvillagésard sesidentill urban villages both saw very high rates of housing
growth between the beginning of 2016 and the end of 2017

1 The number of housing units in hub urban villages grew by 2,272 or 9.3 percent.

1 The number of housing units in residential urban villages increased by 2855 or 6.8 percent.

Based on the short amount of time elapsed in Table 1.3
the current 20 -year planning period, it is
difficult to draw  meaningful conclusions about

whether housing growth rates in urban villages

Percentage Growth in Urban Village Housing Units
During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period

o Three residential urban villages with high
displacement riskii Columbia City, North
Beacon Hill, and 23rd & Union -Jacksonfi
saw housing growth that was notably faster
than the overall 6.8 percent growth within
residential urban villages. The number of
housing units in these urban villages

regardless of the level of
transit service

increased by 11percent, 10 percent, and 8 percent respectively.

are varying by transit service and displacement Expected Growth in
risk categories in the way the Plan envisions. 20-Year Housing
- ) Growth in Units
The data indicate that thus far : Housing Beginning
1 In aggregate, the fastest growth within Units of 2016
urban villages occurred in residential urban (2016 to Through
villages categorized as having very good 2035) End of 2017
transit service. Among all urban villages Hub Urban Villages: 9.3%
(outside urban centers), the Roosevelt With very good transit service 60% 11.2%
residential urban village grew the fastest, Without very good transit 40% 11.3%
adding 21 percent to its 2015 year-end housing service
count. Roosevelt also has more housing units in With high displacement risk, 40% 2.7%
the development pipeline than any other urban regardless of the level of
village. transit service
. . . Residential Urban Villages: 6.8%
9 Rates of residential development varied - - -
s . With very good transit service 50% 16.9%
greatly among individual urban villages,
. . . . . . . I i 0, 0,
including in villages with high displacement Without very good transit 30% 6.1%
risk service
' With high displacement risk, 30% 5.9%

o0 One hub urban village with high displacement riskfi Bitter Lake Village fi and three south Seattle
residential urban villages with high displacement riskii Rainier Beach, South Park, and Westwood -
Highland Park fi had housing growth of one percent or less. These four urban villages are farther from the
cityods caatheeapidlytgrowimy urban villages with high displacement risk.

Table 1.4 on the following page, displays the 20-year Comprehensive Plan housing growth estimates along with
actual housing growth thus far in the monitoring period for each urban center, hub urban village, and residential
urban village in the city.



Table 1.4

Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan Housing Gr owth Estimates for the 20 -Year Planning Period

Seattle city as a whole :
Inside Urban Centers and Urban Villages :
Urban Centers :
Downtown
First Hill/Capitol Hill
Northgate
South Lake Union
University District
Uptown
Hub Urban Villages:
With very good transit service
Ballard*
West Seattle Junction
Without very good transit service
Fremont
Lake City

With high displacement risk,
level of transit service :
Bitter Lake Village

Mt. Baker (North Rainier)

regardless of the

and

Number of 20-Year Growth Estimates
Housing Units

Existing at the

Actual Housing Growth from Beginning of 2016 to End of 2017

(Beginning of 2016 to End of 2035)

End of 2015
Expected Growth Expected %
in Housing Units Growth in
(Beginning of 2016 Housing Units
to End of 2035) Above 2015 Base
336,188 70,000 N/A
148,066 58,500 (The Plan does not
80,322 35,000 show percgntage
24,347 12.000 growth estimates
above base for
29,619 6,000 urban centers.)
4,535 3,000
4,536 7,500
9,802 3,500
7,483 3,000
24,505 10,900 N/A
13,048 60%
9,168 4,000
3,880 2,300
5,746 40%
3,200 1,300
2,546 1,000
5,711 40%
3,257 1,300
2,454 1,000

Growth in Housing Units

Beginning of 2016 to

End of 2017
Number of % Growth in
Housing Units Housing

Added Units Above
2015 Base

15,240 4.5%

13,091 8.8%

7,976 9.9%

3,015 12.4%

1,792 6.1%

3 0.1%

2,073 45.7%

787 8.0%

306 4.1%

2,272 9.3%

1,465 11.2%

1,064 11.6%

401 10.3%

652 11.3%

501 15.7%

151 5.9%

155 2.7%

4 0.1%

151 6.2%

Housing Units in
the Pipeline
at End of 2017

Number of
Housing Units
Permitted, Not

Yet Built
21,434
17,417
10,659

3,075
2,605
361
3,068
989
561
2,544
1,397
787
610
358
137
221
789

177
612



Table 1.4 (continued)

Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan Housing Growth Estimates for the 20

Residential Urban Villages :
With very good * transit service :
Crown Hill
Roosevelt
Without very good transit service
Admiral
Aurora/Licton Springs
Eastlake*
Green Lake*
Greenwood-Phinney Ridge
Madison-Miller
Morgan Junction
Upper Queen Anne
Wallingford
With high displacement risk,
level of transit service :
23rd & Union -Jackson
Columbia City
North Beacon Hill
Othello
Rainier Beach
South Park
Westwood-Highland Park
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers ~ ***
Outside Centers and Villages

regardless of the

Number of
Housing Units
Existing at the

End of 2015

42,174
2,923
1,307
1,616

21,845
1,131
3,454
3,829
2,605
1,757
2,781
1,342
1,724
3,222

17,406

5,451
2,683
1,474
2,836
1,520
1,292
2,150
1,065
188,122

and

Actual Housing Growth from Beginning of 2016 to End of 2017

20-Year Growth Estimates

Expected Growth

in Housing Units
(Beginning of 2016

to End of 2035)
12,600

700
800

300
1,000
800
600
500
800
400
500
1,000

1,600
800
400
900
500
400
600

N/A
11,500

Expected %
Growth in
Housing Units
Above 2015 Base

N/A
50%

30%

30%

N/A
N/A

-Year Planning Period

Growth in Housing Units
Beginning of 2016 to

End of 2017
Number of % Growth in
Housing Units Number of
Added Housing Units
2,855 6.8%
495 16.9%
158 12.1%
337 20.9%
1,334 6.1%
142 12.6%
45 1.3%
245 6.4%
228 8.8%
93 5.3%
507 18.2%
14 1.0%
-1 -0.1%
61 1.9%
1,026 5.9%
450 8.3%
300 11.2%
143 9.7%
91 3.2%
10 0.7%
13 1.0%
19 0.9%
-12 -1.1%
2,149 1.1%

Housing Units
in the Pipeline
at End of 2017

Expected

Growth in

Number of
Housing Units

4,215
1,049
86
963
1,349
28
380
253
100
140
264
37

9

138
1,817

676
448
129
423
67
19
55

4,017



Table 1.4 (continued)

Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan Housing Growth Estimates for the 20  -Year Planning Period
and
Actual Housing Growth from Beginning of 2016 to End of 2017

Sources:Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plar20-year housing growth estimates and City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development analysis of permit data in Seattle Department of
Construction and Inspections Building Construction Permit Data Warehouse.

Notes: Housing growth refers to net growth (i.e., new units minus demolished units). Housing growth in the pipeline refers to the net new units for which the building construction permit has been
issued; issued permits may be in pre-construction, under construction, or complete awaiting final inspection.
*Very good transit service means either a light rail station or a RapidRide bus service plus at least one other frequent bus oute.

The Growth Strategyidentifies the growth estimates for the twenty -year planning period, listing housing growth estimates as numbers for urban centers and as percentages for urban villages.
Numerical growth estimates for urban villages are shown in the Growth Strategy Appendix of the Plan.

**Numerical housing growth estimates for the 20-year planning period for most urban villages are based on percentage growth above the number of housing units existing in 2015, with numbers
rounded to the nearest hundred . Exceptions are where zomed development capacity as of 2015constrains growth to a lower amount than reflected by percentage shown; this applies to the Ballard hub
urban village, and the Eastlake and Green Lake residential urban villagegMore specifically, the 20-year growth estimates for these three urban villages are constrained to roughly 80 percent of zoned

development capacity.) Estimated development capacity is shown in the Land Use Appendix The Comprehensive Plan appendices including the Growth Strategy Appendix and Land Use Appendixcan
be accessedhere.

***The Plan does not assign housing growth estimates to Manufacturing /Industrial Centers as zoning strictly limits residential uses in these areas.

Access updated data on housing growth in Seattle & urban centers
and villages:

OPCD produces t abrbah@enterr \éllpoe Hdausng o n
Growth,6 whi ch we updat e quRapdlaéonhbhng ar
Demographics website. The City6s transition
may temporarily postpone these updates.)

Yesler Terrace e
neighborhood redevelopment -
illustration by Stephanie Bowers 2
Architect; CollinsWoerman
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http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_Appendices.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/UCUV_Growth_Report.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/UCUV_Growth_Report.pdf
ttps://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics
ttps://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics

Employment Growth

Empl oyment growth is essenti al bot h f C [inksto some ofthe relevant Seat t
regional economy and increasing economic opportunity for local residents. goals and policies in the
Monitoring employment growth is fundamental to helping the community and Comprehensive Plan
City leaders see whether we are building a prosperous and equitable Seattle. Growth Strategy
Focusing employment growth in urban centers and hub urban villages, as %i
envisioned in the Growth Strategy, makes workplaces eaier for residents to reach, 5545
enhances the ability of transit to serve commuters efficiently, and reduces GS 1.16
greenhouse gas emissions. Locating employment in dense areas of the city also GS G2
helps grow vibrant GS21
neighborhoods where GS 2.2
area residents and GS26
employees can have Land Use element
convenient access to LU G1
retail and public LU1.2
services. LUi13
LU G2
LU G9
LU G10
LU G11
Black Dot Underground .
AWorking and startupincubator space Economic Development
Seattle Office of Ecenol‘?nhggg\?;gg?eﬂt element
ED G1
ED G2
. . ED G3
Key policy guidance ED 3.2
The Pl ands Growth Strat eg ydistrimittomafi f i es ED34 d
employment growth the City is anticipating over the 20 -year planning ED 3.9
period. Table 1.5 (on the following page) lists the number of jobs the City is ED G4
expecting i n erban benterd andSrareutadturirg/dndustrial centers, Community Well -Being
as well as the expected growth rate for jobs in each of the hub urban villages. element
CW G4

Policies in o ther elements play essential roles in supporting growth  in
employment and economic opportunity. The Land Useelement guides zoning
and development regulations to provide th e spacethat businesses and jobsneed to grow. The Economic
Development element includes policies to help businesses fostervibrant commercial districts and maintain and
enhance key industry clusters. Both the Economic Development element and the Community Well-Being element
include goals and policies to help people develop skills needed to fill a dynamic mix of jobs.


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=27
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=29
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=31
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=31
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=33
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=43
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=43
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=43
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=44
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=56
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=59
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=63
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=126
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=127
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=128
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=128
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=128
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=129
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=129
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=158

Table 1.5

Seattle as a whole
Urban Centers:
Downtown
First Hill/Capitol Hill
Northgate
South Lake Union
University District
In the city as a whole i Between 2015 and 2035, Seattl® s Uptown
Comprehensive Planis expecting the number of jobs in Manufacturing/Industrial

the city to grow by at least 115,000. Centers (M/ICs):
Ballard/Interbay/Northend

ANTICIPATEDEMPLOYMENTGROWTH

In urban centers i Seattle expects close to 60 percent of .
the cityds empl oy meubancenterswt h PW¥aM™§% cur i n
building on the role these areas already play as dense

activity centers with accessto the regional transit network.

Downtown is anticipated to absorb more than half of the Hub Urban Villages

job growth in urban centers.

In manufacturing/industrial centers i Growth in

employment is planned to continue withinthe ¢ci t y 8 s t"wo
manufacturing/industrial centers (M/ICs). The Plan
recognizesthese sectordi and the land set aside for

themfi as keyresources for maintaining and growing a

diversified economy with living wage jobs for workers with

arange of education levels.

In hub urban villages fi Substantial job growth is also planned forthe cityd s s i X

Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan
Job Growth Estimates for the
20-Year Planning Period

Expected Growth in
Number of Jobs

115,000
66,500
35,000

3,000
6,000
15,000
5,000
2,500
9,000

3,000
6,000
Expected Job
Growth*
50%

h ub .TheBlann

generally expects employment in each hub urban village to grow by 50 percent relative to the number of jobs
present in 2015. TheP | a 20§/ear employment growth estimates for two hub urban villages fi Ballard and

Fremontfi are constrained to less than 50 percent due to estimated development capacity.



Indicator: Employment growth in the city as a whole

We use annual employment estimates from the
Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) to monitor  Note about employment data sets : The City uses different

actual employment growth relative to that employment data sets for different purposes:
anticipated i(BeeBeatddxtolthed ¢ The20-year growth esti marteets i n
right.) Compre hensive Plan refer to total employment excluding

jobs in the construction and resource s sectors. These
sectors are excluded because workplace location for these
jobs are difficult to track.

PSRC6s employment estim
each year, with the 2016 estimates being the

most recently available. For purposes of tracking
employment growth , we use March 2015 as our
base.

1 To look at employment by sector, we use covered
employment estimates, which refer to jobs covered by
state unemployment insurance. These jobs exclude sel
employment, proprietors, corporate officers, and some other
types of positions. PSRC indicates that covered jobshave
generally comprised roughly 90 percent of all jobs. In the
past, the City also used estimates of covered employment
to track job growth relative to planning estimates.

Both of these employment data sets are maintained by PSRC and
can be found on PSRC's websiteAdditional documentatio n is here.

What the data show
The number of jobs in Seattle is well over half a million and has been growing quickly in recent years.
1 As of March 2015, there were

approximately 567,000 jobs located in Figure 1.10

Seattle, not including jobs in the Employment Growth in Seattle

construction and resource sectors During the Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period
1 As shown in Figure 1.10, the number of

jobs in Seattle increased by nearly 120,000 20-Year Growth Estimate

23,000 (or 4 percent) between 2015 and 115,000 Jobs

- - 110,000 2015 to 2035

2016, reflecting the economic boom our

city is e xperiencing. 100,000

In one year, the city tallied an increase 90,000

in jobs roughly equal to one -fifth of the
growth anticipated for the entire 20 -
year planning period. 70,000 92.269

1 By March 2016, Seattle had 590,000 jobs

80,000

) ] ] Jobs 60,000
excluding employment in construction and
resources. 50,000 .
O Remainder of 20-Year
40,000 Growth Estimate
30,000
Access updated data on employment 20,000 B Growth in Jobs
growth in Seattle : 10,000 March 2015 to March 2016

We invite readers to view the

employment growth reports for the city and 0
its centers and vilagesonOP CD&s Pop

and Demographics website. We update those

reports on an annual basisonce we receive

March employment figures from PSRC.



http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/growth_report_2016.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics
http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics
https://www.psrc.org/data-and-resources/data-psrc
https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/emp_data_series.pdf

A look at the distribution of employment in Seattle by sector

The best source for looking at local employment by sectorisP SRC 8 s
covered employment data set. Covered jobs are those covered by state
unemployment insurance. (For details, see thednote about

employment data sets6on the previous page.)

Table 1.6shows estimates by sector for covered jobs located in Seattle.

1 As of March 2016, covered employment in Seattle tota  led
about 558,000 jobs. This represents growth of close to 23,000
jobs, or 4 percent, compared to just one year prior. & j| riers Qist 4U

61050 Photo courtesy of
Seatﬂe)Qfﬁce de\‘—:g:onomic Development

1 Somewhat over half (53 percent) of the covered jobs in Seattle
are in the Services Sector as shown in Table 1.6 Based oncovered employment, the largest industries within
the Services sector areHealth Care and Social AssistancgProfessional, Scientific, and Technical Servicesand
Accommodation and Food Servicedi each of which accounts for between 55,000 and 75,000 covered jobs in
the city.

9 After Services, Retail is the next largest broad industry sector in Seattle , with more than 60,000 covered
jobs.
1 Of the largest industry sectors in Table 1.6

Seattle, the fastest growing Estimates of Covered Jobs in Seattle

between 2015 and 2016 were Broad Industry Sectors and Detail for Services Sector
Construction and Resources; Retail; March 2016

Information; and Professional,

Scientific, and Technical Services. Number of
o Covered employment in each of Covered Jobs

these sectors grew at a rate at least Total: 558,023
one and a half times that of overall Construction and Resources 23,302
covered employment, with the Finance / Insurance / Real Estate (FIRE) 32,625
Information sector growing the Manufacturing 26,239
fastestfi at nearly three times the Retail 60,659
rate of overall growth. Services: 298,025
Information 28,462
Professional, Scientific, and Technical Services 64,041
Management of Companies and Enterprises 17,564
Admin. & Support and Waste Mgmt. & Remediation 13,954
Educational Services 11,684
Health Care and Social Assistance 75,442
Arts, Entertainment, and Recreation 10,943
Accommodation and Food Services 54,568
Other Services (except PublicAdministration) 21,368
Wholesale Trade / Transportation / Utilities (WTU) 30,574
Access updated data on employment Government 47,555
growth by sector : Public Sector Education 39,043

Readers can find updates on Citywide
covered employment by sector on

O P C D 6 mulatiBroand Demographics
website. We update those reports on an
annual basis as soon as we receive
March employment figures from PSRC.


https://www.psrc.org/covered-employment-estimates
https://www.psrc.org/covered-employment-estimates
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/City%20-%20Change%20in%20Covered%20Employment%202016.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/City%20-%20Change%20in%20Covered%20Employment%202016.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics
http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics

Perspective on how employment growth in Seattle has varied over time

As we review employment data for the first year of the current Comprehensive Plan monitoring period, we need to
keep in mind that employment growth is subject to economic cycles and can vary greatly over time. (Prior to the
current planning period, the City used the covered employment dataset to track ch anges is employment relative
to growth expectations.)

Yearto-year variation is illustrated in the chart in Figure 1.11. This chartshows annual change in the number of
covered jobs in Seattle from 2001 to 2016. The blows to 2 :
employment from the two recessions that began in
2001 (when the dot-com bubble burst) and in 2008
(when the Great Recesson began) are clear, as are the
periods of recovery.

The first year of the current Comprehensive Plan
monitoring period is the  sixth straight year that
Seattle has experienced job growth within the
current economic expansion.

The increase in covered employment from March
2015 to March 2016 is the largest one -year increase
in Seattle that PSRC has recorded since it began
tracking annual changes in employment.

Figure 1. 11
Annual Change in Covered Employment in Seattle
30,000 2001 to 2016 (From March of Previous Year)
20, 7232 593
20,000 -~ 18,526 16,628
11,741 14,764
10,000 - 7, 8516 2527 670 I 9,397 I
Covered 0 I I I
Jobs \ Y ) I I
Change in } 5,632 One—year
-10,000 1 number of >030 B -6,553 change within
covered jobs -11,100 current
-20,000 - between monitoring
1995 and 2000: period:
76,106 -23,597 22,593
-30,000 - -28,442

0L 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 10 11 12 13 14 15 16
Year
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What the data show

Figure 1.12 and Table 1.7show the distribution
of 20-year job growth anticipated in the Plan
compared to the job growth that has occurred
so far in the monitoring period .

Job growth in the first year of the 20
monitoring period was strongly
concentrated in urban centers

1 Between 2015 and 2016, 69 percent of
net job growth in Seattle happened in
urban centers, surpassing t he 58 percent
share anticipated.

-year

9 Counter to expectations, and in contrast
to robust growth elsewhere in the city ,
the number of jobs in
manufacturing/industrial centers ~ (M/ICs)
declined. It will be important to monitor
M/IC employment closely in coming years.

9 The share of net job growth that
occurred in hub urban villages was
similar to that anticipated.

Table 1.7

Figure 1.12

S h eem@oyneeht growthe inaenterg @nd hub urban

Distribution of Seattle's Employment Growth
During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period

27%

8% M/ICs
Share of 2 Other areas*
Net Job
Growth = Hub Urban
Villages

= Urban Centers

58%

Anticipated Distribution of
Growth:
2015 to 2035

Employment Growth in Seattle and Its Urban Centers
During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period

Comprehensive Plan 20 -Year
Employment Growth Estimates

Anticipated
Growth in
Number of Jobs

Seattle as a whole:

Inside Centers and Hub Urban
Villages:
Urban Centers

Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
Hub Urban Villages

Other areas:
Residential Urban Villages

Outside of Centers and Villages

2015-2035

Share of Growth Growth in

Anticipated in Number of Jobs
These Areas

115,000 100% 22,731
86,300 75% 16,650
66,500 58% 15,731
9,000 8% -904
10,800 9% 1,823
28,700 25% 6,081
N/A N/A 1,461
N/A N/A 4,620

69%

-4%

Actual Distribution of Growth:
March 2015 to March 2016

Actual Growth in Jobs
March 2015 to March 2016

Share of Growth

That Occurred
in These Areas

100%
73%

69%
-4%
8%
27%
6%
20%



A look back at the distribution of employment growth in previous planning periods

Looking back at employment growth during
previous planning periods provides historical
context and reminds us that several economic
cycles, sometimes dramatic ones, can
punctuate a 20-year planning period.

In previous planning periods the City used
covered employment estimates to track
employment growth. As previously noted,
xcover ed e mpréfersytanasdovired
byt h e sudnentpleyinentinsurance
program.

| Tim Durkan ﬁ’hotography

The 1994 Plan anticipated that Seattle would add about 131,000 to 147,000 jobs during the twenty -year
planning period.

Employment fluctuated markedly between 1995 and 2004, reflecting broader regional and national economic
trends. The number of covered jobs in Seattle reached 502,000 during he 1990s dot-com boom, then fell with the
bust that followed in 2001. Employment began to rise again mid-decade with covered jobs exceeding 500,000
again in 2008 before the housing bubble burst and the Great Recession took hold. By 2010, Seattle once again
began adding jobs at a rapid pace.

As of March 2015, the number of covered jobs in the city was estimated at nearly 535,500, reflecting an
increase of about 109,000 during the twenty years after the Plan was first adopted.

91 The share of job growth that ha ppened in urban centers was somewhat lower than the share
anticipated in the 1994 Plan : well over half (58 percent) of the jobs were added in urban centers, but a 65
percent share had been envisioned in the 1994 Plan.

9 The proportions of employment growth that occurred in the cityds hub wurb
of what was anticipated by the plan , and the share of employment growth that went to
manufacturing/industrial centers was slightly lower than had been anticipated.

Figure 1.13

Distribution of Employment Growth in Seattle During 1994 Comprehensive Plan Planning Period

1994 Plan: Anticipated Distribution of Job Growth Actual Distribution of Job Growth
20-Year Planning Period March 1995 to March 2015
(131,400-146,600 Jobs) (108,706 Covered Jobs in 20 Years)

10% m Urban Centers

10%
= Hub Urban Villages

M/ICs 9%

Other areas*
7%



With the 2004 Plan update, the City was asked to accommodate less growth because of the lower forecasts
provided by the Washington State Office of Financial Management. At the same time, that update increased the
shares of growth anticipated to go to urban centers and to manufacturing/industrial centers. Due largely to the
period of dramatic growth the local economy entered in 2013, covered employment over the planning period
increased faster than anticipated in the 2004 Plan. However, the relative shares of job growth going to centers was
significantly less than the 2004 Plan anticipated.

Indicator s: Employment growth in urban centers and manufacturing/
industrial centers

What the data show

Figure 1.14 shows net change between March 2015 and March 2016 in employment in individual urban centers
and manufacturing/industrial centers and the remainder of 20 -year growth anticipated. (The statistics cited here
are for all jobs minus jobs in the construction and resources sectors.)

IN URBAN CENTERS

Overall growth within - S e a t tulban @emters occurred at a rapid pace during the first year of the
monitoring period

9 From 2015 to 2016, the aggregate number of jobs in Seattleds six urban
which is slightly higher than the 4 percent rate in the city as a whole.

1 The number of jobs added in urban centers was nearly 16,000, which is roughly 24 percent of their
combined twent y-year growth estimate of 66,500.

Jobs were added in some urban centers far faster than in others.

1 Between 2015 and 2016, job growth in Downtown totaled 21 percent of expected 20-year growth, while
First/Hill Capitol Hill and South Lake Union job growth e qualed 64 percent and 35 percent, respectively, of
their 20-year anticipated growth.

fTFor cont ext , -yéaf empldyreentRiovetmestisnates Wvere distributed evenly over 20 years, jobs in
each center would have grown in one year by 5 percent of the 20-year estimate. The only center that moved
more slowly than this toward its 20-year growth estimate was Uptown .

1 While Downtown added the greatest
number of jobs, employment in South Lake
Union grew most quickly.

0 Between 2015 and 2016, employment in
Downtown grew by roughly 7,300 jobsfi
for a rate just shy of the 5 percent growth
that occurred in urban centers overall.

o Employment in South Lake Union
increased by 5,300 jobgi which equates
to extraordinarily rapid growth of 14
percent in just one year.




IN MANUFACTURING/INDUSTRIAL URBAN CENTERS

The number of jobs decl
M/ICs. During the first year of the monitoring
period the Greater Duwamish M/IC | which is

the larger of the two M/ICs, shed about 600

jobs, while the Ballard -Interbay -Nort hend

M/IC lost roughly 300 jobs. Given the

importance of manufacturing and industrial jobs 8
to the diversity of Sea
detailed monitoring may be needed to track
trends in the number and mix of jobs in the
M/ICs.

Figure 1.14
Employment Growth in Urban Centers and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period
35,000
O Remainder of 20-Year
Growth Estimate
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Indicator: Employment growth in hub urban villages

What the data show

The first year of the monitoring period saw varied rates fi and varied amounts iof gr owt h among

six hub urban villages. Between March 2015 and March 2016:

1 Employment in four hub urban villages i West Seattle Junction, Fremont, Ballard, and Mt. Baker fi grew
more rapidly than employment grew in the city as a whole.

0 The hub urban villages with the highest growth rates were West Seattle Junction and Fremont, where
employment grew by 9 percent and 8 percent respectively.

1 Fremont gained the largest number of jobs while Ballard added the second largest number.

Fremont and Ballard are, coincidentally, the two hub urban villages growth where the Pland 20-year growth
expectations are constrained by estimated development capacity. (More specifically, the growth estimate for
these villages are constrainedto roughly 80 percent of estimated development capacity for jobs based on
2015 zoning. The Comprehensive Plan Land Use Appendixshows development capacity estimates for centers
and villages as modeled by the City based on 2015 zoning.)InF r e mo oasedteeP | a n §ear geolth
estimate is for just 400 more jobs, but the neighborhood added almost twice as many jobs as that in the first

year of the monitoring period. The Ci tyds devel opamstoestinate peveloprment thato d e |

could be added under normal circumstances rather than the maximum amount of development that could
possibly be built. The number of jobs added can exceed modeled development capacity in an extraordinarily
strong market.

9 In contrast, the numbers of jobs in Bitter Lake Village and in Lake City stayed nearly the same.

Figure 1.15, below, shows employment growth between March 2015 and March 2016 and the remainder of 20-
year growth anticipated for each hub urban village.

Table 1.8 on the next page, shows the 20-year Comprehensive Plan employment growth estimates along with
actual employment growth during the first year of the monitoring period for each urban center,
manufacturing/industr ial center, and hub urban village in the city.

Figure 1.15
Employment Growth in
Urban Centers and Manufacturing/Industrial Centers
During Comprehensive Plan Monitoring Period
4,000
O Remainder of 20-Year Growth Estimate
3,000 B Growth in Jobs
March 2015 to March 2016
2,000 3,422
Jobs
1,000 1,668 1,879 1,551
741 798
0 S 32 2 221 349
Ballard* Bitter Lake Village = Fremont* Lake City Mt. Baker West Seattle
Junction
-1,000

Hub Urban Villages

Seas


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_Appendices.pdf

Table 1.8

Seattle 2035 Comprehensive Plan Employment Growth Estimates for the 20
and

Actual Employment Growth

Seattle as a whole :
Inside Centers and Hub Villages:
Urban Centers:

Downtown
First Hill/Capitol Hill
Northgate
South Lake Union
University District
Uptown

Manufacturing Industrial Centers:

Ballard-Interbay-Northend
Greater Duwamish

Hub Urban Villages:
Ballard*
Bitter Lake Village

Fremont*

Lake City

Mt. Baker (North Rainier)

West Seattle Junction

Residential Urban Villages **

Outside Centers and Villages **

Number of

Jobs
March
2015

567,393
428,196
322,568
164,253
43,629
12,876
38,762
47,565
15,483
75,638
17,051
58,587
29,990
8,259
3,338

8,808
1,675

4,130

3,780

38,948
100,249

20-Year

Employment

Growth
Estimates
(Expected

Growth in Jobs
March 2015 to

March 2035)

115,000
86,300
66,500
35,000
3,000
6,000
15,000
5,000
2,500
9,000
3,000
6,000
10,800
3,900

50% above
2015 base
~1,700
400

50% above
2015 base
~800
50% above
2015 base
~2,100
50% above
2015 base
~1,900
N/A

N/A

Urban Center/Village Employment Growth reports

here

from March 2015 to March 2016

Actual Growth in Jobs
March 2015 to March 2016

Growth in
Number of
Jobs

22,731
16,650
15,731
7,322
1,924
451
5,298
678

58
-904
-265
-639
1,823
478

32

741

221

349

1,461
4,620

Percent
Growth in
Jobs Above
2015 Base

4.0%
3.9%
4.9%
4.5%
4.4%
3.5%
13.7%
1.4%
0.4%
-1.2%
-1.6%
-1.1%
6.1%
5.8%
1.0%

8.4%
0.1%

5.4%

9.2%

3.8%
4.6%

-Year Planning Period

Number of
Jobs
March
2016

590,124
444,846
338,299
171,575
45,553
13,327
44,060
48,243
15,541
74,734
16,786
57,948
31,813
8,737
3,370

9,549
1,677

4,351

4,129

40,409
104,869


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/growth_report_2016.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_Appendices.pdf

Section 2: Affordability

Broad context

Comprehensive Plan policies aim to achieve a supply of housingthat is both affordable to a spectrum of incomes

and suitable for a variety of household types and sizesi including in urban centers and villages. As stated in the

Pl a@réwdh Strategy,0 because the City expects to concentrate publi
centers and urban villages, it must ensure that there are opportunities for all households to find housing and

employment in those places, regardless of income level, family size, or race 6

And yet, as discussion in the Plan acknowledges, Seattl e
for low-income households to live in our city.

Th e P IHaurir@y $\ppendix found that m eeting affordable housing needs associated with the 20-year growth
estimate of 70,000 net new housing units would require an increase of roughly 27,500 to 36,500 units affordable
at or below 80% of area median income (AMI). (The 27,500 36,500 estimate did not account for existing unmet
affordable housing needs including those of the homeless.) That analysis found especially large shortages of
affordable units at 30% of AMI and 50% of AMI, as well as smaller, but still substantial, shortages at 896 of AMI.

As we write this, Seattle isin a housing affordability crisis.
Although recent years saw record levels of housing
development, that development was outpaced by the
growing demand for housing associated with the booming
economy. Rapidly rising rents were one result. For
example, from 2012 to 2017, the average market rent for a
1-bedroom apartment increased by 37 percent after
adjusting for inflation . (See Figure2.1).

Figure 2.1

Average rents for apartments in Seattle
(inflation -adjusted to 2017 dollars)

1-bedroom: up 37%in5 years ﬁ
$1,282 in 2012
$1,755 in 2017

2-bedroom, 2 -bath: up 33% in 5 years ﬁ
$1,951 in 2012
$2,605 in 2017

Market analysts recently started seeing signs that rent
increases have slowedor that rents may have even
declined slightly. However, the rapid rent increasesthat
accumulated over more than five yearshave had profound
effects and have been especially tough on lower-income
renters. Of additional concern, historically sparse
inventories of homes for sale sent sales pricessoaring in
recent years which has placed homeownership further out of reach for many households.

Moni toring the affordability of our housing supply is ke
programs and understanding whether the City may need to recalibrate these policies and programs.
Comprehensive Plan Policy H 5.4 states:

0 Mo n iregubarly the supply, diversity, and affordability of housing for households by income level, and
use this information to help evaluate whether changes to housing strategies and policies are needed to
encourage more affordable housing or to advanceracialand soci al equity. o

The topics and indicators wedre monitoring
AFFORDABILITY OF MARET-RATE RENTAL HOUBNG

Here wedre examining the rents (including t h-eateceotalt of ba
units. To assess affordability ofmarket-rate housing, we look at the average, median (5&h percentile), and 25th
percentile rents for these units and identify the income levels households would need to afford these rents.

INCOME-RESTRICTEAFFORDABLE HOUSING

Here wedr e tr ad ikdomegrestridieel affordapl@ hoysing units. These are housing units dedicated
to households who are eligible based on their income. Housing costs in these units are capped to limit the
amount that these low-income (or in some programs, moderate-income) households pay.


http://www.seattle.gov/dpd/cs/groups/pan/@pan/documents/web_informational/p2580895.pdf

NOTES ON HOUSEHOLDNCOME CATEGORIES ANIHOUSING COST BURDER

The income categories we use in this report are based on calculations ofarea median income (AMI) published by
the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD)

HUD regards housing costsasaf f or dabl e i f they consume no more;than 30
households are considered costburdened if they spend more than this. Households who spend more than half of
their income on housing costs are severelycost burdened

HUD obtains special ICHAS tabulations of American Community Survey (ACS) datdrom the U.S.Census Bureau
to help local communities understand and address housing needs. The most recent CHAS tabulations, which are
from the 2000-2014 five-year ACS indicate that:

T More than half of Seattleds renter househol ds, and rou¢
incomes (that is, incomes no higher than 80% of AMI). About four in ten renter households  have very low
incomes, and a quarter of renter households have extremely low incomes.

1 About 70 percent of low -income renter households in Seattle are cost-burdened. Drilling down further
into the data reveals that:

0 More than a third of low-income renter households in  Seattle are severely cost burdened .

0 Well over half of extremely low -income renter households in our city are severely cost burdened.

Table 2.1 shows the upper limits of AMI-based income categories in 2017.

Table 2.1
2017 Limits for AMI -Based
Household Income Categories
Household Size
Percentage of Area 1 Person 2 Persons 3 Persons 4 Persons
Median Income (AMI *):
30% of AMI $20,200  $23,050 $25,950  $28,800
(Extremely Low Income)
50% of AMI $33,600  $38,400 $43,200  $48,000
(Very Low Income)
60% of AMI $40,320  $46,080 $51,840  $57,600
80% of AMI $53,760  $61,440 $69,120  $76,800

(Low Income)

HUD 2017 Income
Limit Briefing Materials


https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/cp/CHAS/bg_chas.html
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html#2017
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html#2017

Affordability of Market -Rate Rental Housing

The amounts charged for housing affect who can live where and what
opportunities people can access. The amount households pay for
housing also affects their ability to afford other necessities.

The housing prices and rents charged in an area can also influence the
ability of businesses to attract and retain workers.Trends in rents can
impact the stability of households, the ability of people to remain
housed, and the longevity of neighborhood cultural communities .

Monitoring the affordability of market -rate rental housing is essential
for gauging the extent to which that housing is meshing with

h o u s e hneddsl Moditoring also helps indicate whether policies may
need to be altered to better promote more affordable market -rate
housing and whether subsidy and incentive programs may need to be
adjusted to better address market gaps.

Key policy guidance

The Comprehensi ve Plaardd ¢ hEradwseandSlibusiagtelengepts encourage housing for
a broad range of households and incomes and promote shared responsibility between the public sector and
private market for addressing affordable housing needs.

Affordability is a key concern addressed in Housing element Goal 2, which aims to:

OHel p meet current and projected regicL_kt S . eeds
demographic groups by increasinGmpwiise at t ?alZanon;ﬁc?esi?]trseevan suppl
Strategy Policy 1.13, which states, éFgompreheFr)]sivePlan uni ti
populations to live and work in urban centers and urban villages throughout the
. . . . . Growth Strategy
city by allowing a variety of housing types and affordable rent levels in these
pl aces . 6aintd goadlslardmpdligies in the Land Useelement relate to GS 113
providing zoning and regulations that allow diverse housing types to Land Use element
accommodate housing choices that households and families with a range of LU G2
incomes can afford. 75
. _ B _ LU 7.12
Guided by the Plan, the Cityds housing ygog nclud
to boost construction and preservation of market -rate affordable housing. The LU 15.3

goals and policies that support t h e  @Growtly Strategy direct residential

. ) ) Housing element
growth to Seattl eds ur Roeareasoeamransirsstiossn d

When considering changes to zoning rules and housing development standards, :—gg
the City looks to include measures that can increase housingchoices for low- H G5
income households, primarily within growth areas. H5.4
The citywide Mandatory Housing Affordability legislation currently being A
considered by the City Council, would expand 10 urban villages and change %5)
zoning allowances to provide more land where additional housing could be built H 5:25

near frequent transit. The legislation would also require developers in these areas
to contribute to increasing the c i tsypplgof income-restricted affordable
housing.


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=27
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=44
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=53
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=53
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=54
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=55
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=68
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=101
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=101
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=102
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=107

Indicators: Average, median, and 25th  percentile rents in market -rate rental
units and associated affordability levels

Web6re tracking average, median (50th percentile), and 25
market-rate rentals.

1 Average rents offer a general sense ofthemar ket 6s affordability, while media
provide insight into the distribution of rents.

1 Median rent is the point on the rent spectrum where half of units rent for less money and half rent for more.

1 Rents at the 25th percentile identify the point where 25 percent of units rent for less and 75 percent rent for
more; this metric provides insights into the lower -cost portion of the market.

The data we report for these statistics ar e Rdporipwhichihe Ci t
based on rent surveys conducted by Dupre + Scott Apartment Advisors, Inc.We report on rents in terms of

0gross rentdé (rent plus the cost of basic utilities), an
more than 30 percent of h ousehold income. This is consistent with the standards that the U.S. Department of

Housing and Urban Development uses to evaluate affordability.

To gauge affordability levels, we identify the minimum household income level, as a percentage of AMI, that a
household would need to afford these gross rents. Table 2.2 shows the maximum gross rentswe considered
affordable by unit size and corresponding household sizes at various AMI levels for 2016.

Table 2.2
2016 HUD AMI -based Income Levels *
and
Corresponding Maximum Affordable Gross Rent
50% of AMI 80% of AMI 120% of AMI
(Very Low -Income Limit) (Low-Income Limit)
Annual Max. Annual Max. Annual Max.
Income Affordable Income Affordable Income Affordable
Monthly Monthly Monthly
Gross Rent Gross Rent Gross Rent

1 Person / Studio $31,650 $791 $50,640 $1,266 $75,960 $1,899
1.5 People / 1 Bedroom $33,900 $847 $54,240 $1,356 $81,360 $2,034
3 People / 2 Bedroom $40,650 $1,016 $65,040 $1,626 $97,560 $2,439
4.5 People / 3 Bedroom $46,975 $1,174 $75,160 $1,879 $112,740 $2,818

HUD 2016 Income Limit Briefing Materials

GHASA(ffordability Analysis


https://www.huduser.gov/portal/datasets/il.html#2016
https://www.huduser.gov/portal/publications/ped/PED_workpapr.html

What the data show
IN THE CITY ASA WHOLE

UNITS IN MEDIUM TO Table 2.3
LARGE APARTMENT Gross Rents and AMI -based Income Levels Needed to Afford these Rents
COMPLEXES Market -Rate Rental Units in Medium to Large Apartment Complexes

) (20 or more units per complex)
Table 2.3 shows rent levels in Seattle, 2016
2016 for market-rate apartment
units in complexes with 20 or Studio 1BR 2 BR 3BR
more units. Average rent $1,407 $1,752 $2,314 $2,804
Market -rate apartment units in 89% of AMI  103% of AMI  114% of AMI  119% of AMI
medium -to -large complexes, .
the most common form of Median rent $1,394 $1,745 $2,178 $2,676
rental units in Seattle, are 88% of AMI  103% of AMI  107% of AMI  114% of AMI
largely unaffordable to low - 25th percentile rent $1,170 $1,411 $1,792 $2,211
income households. As of 2016: 74% of AMI  83% of AMI  88% of AMI  94% of AMI

9 Average and median gross
rents for 1-bedroom units
(the most common unit size
in multifamily rentals) are
unaffordable with a
household income below
103% of AMIL.

1 Twenty-fifth percentile rents
for 1-bedroom or larger units are unaffordable to households with incomes of 80% of AMI.

2@16 Monitoring Report: Affordability of Unsubsidized Rental Housing in Seattle,

Market -rate rents vary depending on unit size, with studios and 1~ -bedroom units being more affordable
and multi -bedroom units being less affordable (even with the adjustments made in the analysis to factor in
household sizes):

9 Within medium to large complexes, incomes of roughly 90-100% of AMI are generally required to afford rents
for studios and one-bedroom units, and incomes of about 105-120% are typically needed to afford rents for
multi-bedroom units.

f Within medium to large complexes, studios are the only size of unit with 25 ™ percentile rents affordable for
households with incomes of 80% of AMI.

UNITS IN SMALLER RENAL PROPERTIES

Mark et-rate rents vary by property size, with better affordability in small apartment complexes and
multiplexes than in larger complexes, and the least affordability in single  -family rentals.

Units in smaller properties, are however, decreasing as a share of  rental housing in the city.

As of 2016:

1 In apartment complexes of 5-19 units, average and median rents for studios and 1-bedrooms are affordable
with an income of 80% of AMI; and in small multiplexes (such as duplexes) affordability at 80% of AMI
extends to 2-bedroom units. However, the large majority of units in small apartment complexes and
multiplexes have rentsthat are unaffordable with an income of 60% of AMI.

1 A household of more than 100% of AMI is needed to afford the median rent in single-family multi-bedroom
homes, with more than 120% of AMIrequired to afford median rents in single-family homes with 3 or more
bedrooms.


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/2016UnsubsidizedHousingMonitoringReport.pdf

Table 2.4

Gross Rents and Affordability Levels by Unit Size
Market -Rate Rental Units in Smaller Properties
Seattle, 2016

Units in Small Apartment Complexes Studio 1BR 2 BR
(5-19 units per complex):
Average rent $1,125 $1,300 $1,723
71% of AMI 77% of AMI 85% of AMI
Median rent $1,136 $1,280 $1,726
72% of AMI 76% of AMI 85% of AMI
25th percentile rent $989 $1,105 $1,450
62% of AMI 65% of AMI 71% of AMI
Units in Small Multiplexes Studio 1BR 2 BR
(2 to 4 units):
Average rent $983 $1,272 $1,636
62% of AMI 75% of AMI 80% of AMI
Median rent $901 $1,212 $1,597
57% of AMI 72% of AMI 79% of AMI
25th percentile rent $722 $1,089 $1,345
46% of AMI 64% of AMI 66% of AMI
Single -Family Rentals: 1BR 2BR
Average rent $1,607 $2,237
95% of AMI 110% of AMI
Median rent $1,588 $2,163
94% of AMI 106% of AMI
25th percentile rent $1,331 $1,749
79% of AMI 86% of AMI

3BR

$2,417
103% of AMI

$2,426
103% of AMI

$2,001
85% of AMI

3BRs

$2,381
101% of AMI

$2,316
99% of AMI

$2,096
89% of AMI

3BR
$2,975
127% of AMI
$2,892
123% of AMI
$2,468
105% of AMI

4 BR
$3,620
138% of AMI
$3,497
133% of AMI
$2,925
112% of AMI



Some considerations are useful to keep in mind asone digests these data:

i The gross rents described are rents for occupied units. In strong rental markets,| i ke Seattl eds ma
2016, asking rents tend to be higher than rents charged for existing tenants.

1 Affordability does not equal availability; many market -rate units affordable at low -income levels are
occupied by higher income households. Analysis in the Comprehensive Plan Housing Appendix found that
about a third of all rental units affordable at 50% of AMI and at 80% of AMI were occupied by households
with incomes above these respective AMI levels.

ADDITIONAL FINDINGS ON THEAFFORDABILITY OF MARET-RATE HOUSING INSEATTLE

Additional highlights from the 2016 monitoring report on th e Affordability of Unsubsidized Rental Housing in
Seattle are below. For more details, see the full report.

1 Average rents in the newest properties are markedly higher than those in older properties. Medium to
large apartment complexes tend to contain more ex pensive units than smaller properties, in part because the
former tend to be newer.

1 Neighborhoods defined by Dupre + Scott show large differences in average rents between the most
expensive areas (e.g., Belltown/Downtown/South Lake Union, Green Lake/Wallingford, Ballard, and
First Hill) and the least expensive (e.g., Beacon Hill, Rainier Valley,

White Center, and North Seattle). While not specific to urban centers Note: Dupre + Scott closed their

and villages, these findings suggest that there isalso much variation in businessin 2017. City staff in the
market-rate rents among urban centers and villages, albeit with most Office of Housing and the Office
centers and villages largely unaffordable to low-income households. of Planning and Community

The Puget Sound Regional Couregikntly obtained, and shared with the ~ DeVelopment are working to
identify a new data source that we

City of Seattle, Qata from. Dupre + Sootttrents in urban. centersin 8dle . e for these monitoring
and elsewhere in the region. Those data are summarized on the next tv reports in the future.
pages.

Urban Village Indicators Monitoring Repopt. 41


http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/2016UnsubsidizedHousingMonitoringReport.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/2016UnsubsidizedHousingMonitoringReport.pdf

A region -wide look at the

The Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRG)btained data from Dupre +

affordability levels of market

Scottd spring 2017 surveyto better understand the rental housing

market and inform how the VIS

affordability challenges. PSRC obtained these data for areas at a variety

ION 2050update will address housing

of geographic levels ranging from the region as a whole to individual

urban centers.

UNITS IN MEDIUM TO LARGE APARTMENTCOMPLEXES

The following findings are for market
complexes with 20 or more units.

summarize the data.

The affordability profile of
greatly within the region

-rate units in apartment
Figures2.2and 2.3, and Table 2.5

market -rate apartment units varies

9 Within the region as a whole, s omewhat under half (44%) of

units in medium to large apartment

with a household income of

1 Within the city of Seattle,
of AMI is only 21 percent ,

complexes are affordable
80% of AMI .

the share of units affordable at 80%
which is less than half the share for

the region as a whole. In East King County, the share of units

affordable at 80% of AMI is

even lowerfi just 8 percent.

9 In marked contrast, in South King County a substantial

majority (79%) of rental si

afforded at 80 % of AMI. More modest majorities are affordable in

this income range in Kitsap,

The affordability of mar
tremendously from one urban

n complexe s of this size can be

Pierce, and 8ohomish counties.

ket-rate apartment units varies

center to another . Within Seattle:

-rate rental housing

Regional planning related to housing
affordability A The Regional Growth
Strategy and Multicounty Planning
Policies in VISION 2040provide a
framework for countywide planning
policies and local comprehensive plans.

The housing affordability policies in
VISION 2040 aim to achieve a
sufficient, varied, and equitably

di stributed supply
meet the needs of households of

al | income | evel s.
al so call on citie
supply and range of housing,

including affordable housing, in
centers throughout

The Puget Sound Regional Council
recently began scoping to update the
regional VISION.Unsurprisingly, housing
affordability is a key topic people want
VISION 2050to address. In a survey to
help scope the update, high cost of
living was most commonly identified
when respondents were asked what they
like least about living in the region;
furthermore, 6 in 10 respondents said it
is difficult for them to access housing
that they can afford.

1 Northgate and the University District are the centers that have the least expensiverentals. In these centers,
the data indicate that roughly 30 percent of market-rate units are affordable with an income of 80% of AMI. In
contrast, just6 percent of units in Downtown Seattle and only 2 percent of units in South Lake Union can
be rented affordably at 80% of AMI.

9 Wide variation among urban centersis also
apparent when comparing the proportion s of
the market comprised of higher-cost rentals. Of
all the urban centers in the region for which
PSRC was able to obtain dataDowntown
Seattle and South Lake Union have the highest
shares of units requiring incomes higher than
120% of AMI to be affordable. In Downtown
Seattle, slightly more than half (53%) of market-
rate rental units require an income of at least
120% of AMI to be affordable . In South Lake
Union , 43 percent of these units require an
income that high. Less than10 percent of
market-rate apartments in Northgate and the

University District are that

expensive to rent.



https://www.psrc.org/vision-2040-documents
https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/eb2018apr-pres-vision2050.pdf

Figure 2.2

Affordability Levels of Market -Rate Rental Units
in Medium to Large Complexes (20 or more units per complex)
Puget Sound Region Geographies, 2017

Puget Sound Region: 49% | 7% |
Seattle-Shoreline King Co. subarea 58% | 19% |
South King County subarea 79%
East King County subarea 83% | 9% |
Kitsap 48% I
Pierce 36% [
Snohomish 58% 42% |
H 0-80% of AMI 081-120% of AMI 0>120% of AMI

Figure 2.3

Affordability Levels of Market -Rate Rental Units
in Medium to Large Complexes (20 or more units per complex)
Seattle and Urban Centers in Seattle, 2017

Seattle city: 59% | 20% |

Urban Centers in Seattle 53% | 33% |

Downtown 41% | 53% |
First Hill/Cap Hil 59% [ 19% |
Northgate 66% ]

2%

South Lake Union

55% | 43% |
University 61% [ 9% |
Uptown 66% [ 17% |

W 0-80% of AMI 081-120% of AMI 0>120% of AMI

1%

2%

2%



Table 2.5

Affordability Levels of Market -Rate Rental Units in Medium to Large Complexes (20 or
Four-County Puget Sound Region and Selected Geographies Within

Puget Sound Region:
King County:
Seattle - Shoreline subarea:
Seattle city:
Urban Centers in Seattle:
Downtown
First Hill/Cap Hill
Northgate
South Lake Union
University
Uptown
South King County subarea:

Urban Centers in South King County:*

Auburn
Burien
Kent
Renton
SeaTac
East King County subarea:
Urban Centers in East King County:*
Bellevue
Kirkland Totem Lake
Redmond Downtown
Redmond-Overlake
Kitsap:
Urban Centers in Kitsap County:*
Bremerton
Silverdale
Pierce:
Urban Centers in Pierce County:*
Lakewood
Puyallup Downtown
Puyallup South Hill
Tacoma Downtown
Tacoma Mall
Snohomish:
Urban Centers in Snohomish County:*
Bothell Canyon Park
Everett
Lynnwood

80% of AMI

44%
36%
23%
21%
15%

6%
22%
32%

2%
30%
18%
79%

44%
100%
0%
8%
100%
8%

0%
14%
0%
0%
51%

25%

63%

99%
100%
47%
42%
52%
58%

0%
54%
100%

49%
54%
58%
59%
53%
41%
59%
66%
55%
61%
66%
21%

56%
0%
100%
92%
0%
83%

65%
86%
85%
98%
48%

37%
100%
36%

1%
0%
53%
47%
48%
42%

100%
46%
0%

more units per complex)
, 2017

Share of Rental Units Affordable at
Specified AMI Level

120% of AMI >120% of AMI

7%
11%
19%
20%
33%
53%
19%
2%
43%
9%
17%
0%

0%
0%
0%
0%
0%
9%

35%
0%
15%
2%
1%

38%
0%
2%

0%

0%

0%
10%
0%
0%

0%
0%
0%



Supply of Income -Restricted Affordable Housing

The housing market in Seattle supplies very limited quantities of housing affordable to low -income households.
Furthermore, the market-rate housing that is affordable at low -income levels may be oacupied by higher income
households and therefore unavailable to low-income households.

Income-restricted affordable units
play an essential role inlow-
income householdsability to
access housing in Seattle and
remain in their neighborhoods as
the city grows. Increasing the
number of these units is vital for
advancing racial and social equity,
especially as the broader economy
drives increased income disparities
and higher housing costs.

Key policy guidance

The Comprehensive Plan includes numerous policies to spur and guide the
growth of affordable housing. These goals aim to increase housing choice and goals and policies in the
opportunity throughout the city , especially in urban centers and urban villages. Comprehensive Plan

Linksto some of the relevant

A key affordability goal in the Plan,GoalHG5,i s t o o0 Make it po Housingelement
households of all income levels to live affordably in Seattle and reduce over time HG3
the unmet housing needs of lower-income househ o | d s i nGiveretlzatthel e HG5
for-profit market rarely supplies housing affordable to households with extremely -  H5.2
low (0-30% of AMI) or very-low (30-50% of AMI) incomes, it is generally up to the HS53
City and non-profit entities to help supply housing affordable at those levels. H5.4

When the City provides funding to build affordable housing, it places the greatest E—g's
priority on housing for these lowest -income households. H 58 5'8
One of the main ways the City advances this goal is by creating and preserving H5.9
income-restricted affordable housing, largely through funds from the Seattle H5.13
Housing Levy, which voters renewed in 2016. Other important City-administered HS5.18
H5.19

fund sources include payments from developers through th e  C Indentides e
Zoningprogram and, | ooki ng &hreldody,Housihgr ougn tne I T1yos
Affordability program.

The City also offers incentives for developers to provide income-restricted housing affordable to households with
incomes less than or equal to 80% of AMI (or slightly higher depending on the program and unit size).

The Comprehensive Plan referenceghe multi - strategy Housing Affordability and Livability Agenda (HALA), which
was approved by City policy makers in 2015 to accelerate growth in both income-restricted affordable housing
andt h e woverallyhéusing supply. Over 10 years,HALA aims for 50,000 additional housing units, including a
net increase of 20,000 income restricted units dedicated to low -income households. Mandatory Housing
Affordability (MHA) is a cornerstone of HALA. (Seetext box below for more on MHA )

Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA) is anew requirement for developers of new commercial and multi -family
housing to either include affordable housing as part of their d evelopment or make a payment to support affordable
housing in Seattle. In exchange for creating affordable housing, developers are allowed to build taller or more dense
buildings on their property.

MHA has been implemented in Downtown, South Lake Union, the University District, 23¢ and Union-Jackson and a few
other recently up-zoned areas.The City Council is currently considering legislation to expand the MHA program.


http://www.underoneroofseattle.com/
http://www.underoneroofseattle.com/
https://www.seattle.gov/housing/housing-developers/incentive-zoning
https://www.seattle.gov/housing/housing-developers/incentive-zoning
http://www.seattle.gov/hala/about/mandatory-housing-affordability-(mha)
http://www.seattle.gov/hala/about/mandatory-housing-affordability-(mha)
http://www.seattle.gov/hala
http://www.seattle.gov/hala
http://www.seattle.gov/hala/about/mandatory-housing-affordability-(mha)
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=102
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/SeattleComprehensivePlanCouncilAdopted2017.pdf#page=106
http://www.seattle.gov/hala/about/mandatory-housing-affordability-(mha)

Indicator: Number of income -restricted affordable housing  units

This indicator topic tracks the numberiatomerestricted affordable housing units in Seattle and examines the
change in this number since the beginning of the Comprehensive Plan monitoring peniedorting on the
change in the supply of these units, we include increases associated witméoty built incomeaestricted
affordable housing and existing housing that is newly incoestricted. We also account for losses in inceme
restricted housing due to factors such as demolitions and expirations of affordability covenants.

What the data s how
IN THE CITY AS A WHQE

Table 2.6 summarizeshow the amount of income-restricted

and March 2018.

9 At the beginning of 2016, Seattle had about 27,740
income -restricted affordable housing  units in Seattle, the
very large majority of which were rental units.

9 As of March 31, 2018, the supply of income -restricted
affordable housing in Seattle totaled approximately
29,370 units. These nclude approximately 29,180 rental
units and over 190 homeowner units. The rental units include
housing for low -income households as well as units for £ :
individuals and families transitioning from homelessness. The & & 4 o
homeowner units are resale-restricted units with legally '
binding agreements ensuring affordability for current and future low -income homeowners.

9 Between 1/1/ 2016 and March 31, 2018 , the supply of income -restricted affordable housing in the city
increased by 1,636 net units. This included a net incr ease of 1,618 r ental units and 18 owner units.

» The Estelle

of Housing

As detailed in the table, 2,296 income -restricted affordable rental units were placed in service while rent -

and income -restriction requirements expired on 678 units, the majority of which were demolished for

redevelopment that is underway at Yesler Terrace. (The Seattle Housing Authority developed Yesler Terrace in

the early 1940s as the cityds first publicly subsidized
Yesler Terrace beganin 2006. In addition to replacing all 561 original units for households earning no more than

30 percent of area median income, SHA is increasing affordable housing opportunities by creating up to 1,100

additional low -income units in the Yesler neighborhood.)

Table 2.6
Seattle Income -Restricted Affordable Housing Supply and
Increase from Beginning of 2016 Through First Quarter 2018
Existing Added from Lost from Net increase Existing
1/1/2016 1/1/ 2016 1/1/2016 from 1/1/2016 3/31/2018
through through though
3/31/2018 3/31/2018 3/31/2018
Income -restricted 27,736 2,314 678 1,636 29,372
affordable housing
units:
Rental 27,561 2,296 678 1,618 29,179
Owner housing with 175 18 0 18 193

long-term resale
restrictions



Several governmental and non -governmental agencies, using various funding sources, have helped build

the supply of income -restricted affordable housing in Seattle.  This includes housing funded by the City of
Seattle and other public agencies, housing owned by the Seattle Housing Authority, and housing owned by
private (non-profit or for -profit) developers and landlords. In many of the properties with subsidized rental units,
subsidies come from a combination of sources.

As of March 2018, approximately 2,500 additional income -restricted affordable units, not shown in Table
2.6, have been funded and are in various stages of development  anticipated to come online by 2021 . This
does not include affordable units that will be included in otherwise market -rate buildings through the Multifamily
Tax Exemption, housing bonus, and Mandatory Housing Affordability programs.

Additional detail about affordable housing and related programs is provided on page 51.

INURBANCENTERSNDVILLAGES

The following information describes the geographic distribution of income - and rent-restricted housing. Table 2.7
shows the numbers and shares of these units within urban centers and villages. This tableincludes statistics on
units placed in service between January 2016 and March 2018, and units in service at end of tfs time period.

Of the rent- and income -restricted units existing in Seattle as of March 2018 |, roughly 82 percent are inside
urban centers and villages .

In comparison , nearly all (99%) of the income -restricted affordable rental units  placed in service between

January 1, 2016 and March 31, 2018 are located within urban centers and villages.  This finding generally

aligns with the Cityds i rgresmhtoicentersand villgges, where anaesstotransits i dent i
services, retail, and many other amenities is greatestAt the same time, this finding also highlights the very small

number of rent- and income-restricted units recently added outside of centers and villages.

Table 2.7
Rent- and Income -Restricted Housing in Seattle by Location
Units Added and Total Units in Service
Number of Units Percentage of Units
Added In Service Share of Units Share of Total
1/1/2016 3/31/2018 Added Units in Service
through 1/1/2016 3/31/2018
3/31/2018 through
3/31/2018
In Seattle as a whole: 2,296 29,179 100.0% 100.0%
Ingde Urban Centers & Urban 2277 24,048 99 2% 82 4%
Villages:
Urban Centers (total) 1,123 12,943 48.9% 44.4%
Hub Urban Villages (total) 412 4,540 17.9% 15.6%
Residential Urban Villages (total) 742 6,523 32.3% 22.4%
Manufacturing & Industrial Centers 0 42 0.0% 0.1%
Outside Urban Centers & Villages 19 5,131 0.8% 17.6%

[Note: the last paragraph on this page and Table 2.7have been corrected to refer to units added rather than net units added.]



Table 2.8 shows the numbers and percentages of rent- and income-restricted housing in service as of March 2018,

at a more detail

Table 2.8

Rent- and Income -Restricted Housing Units in Service

ed | evel

wi t hi nurbarrvileyes.

By Individual Urban Center and Urban Village Locations

In the City as a Whole:
Inside Urban Centers and Villages:

Urban Centers and
neighborhoods therein:

Downtown:
Belltown

Chinatown-International
District
Commercial Core

Denny Triangle
Pioneer Square
First Hill/Capitol Hill:
12th Avenue
Capitol Hill
First Hill
Pike/Pine
Northgate
South Lake Union
University District:
Ravenna
University Campus

University District Northwest
Uptown

Hub Urban Villages:

Ballard
Bitter Lake Village
Fremont

Lake City
Mt. Baker (North Rainier)
West Seattle Junction

Number
of Units

29,179
24,048
12,943

6,219
2,174
1,443

926
777
899
4,170
625
1,442
1,424
679
525
998
709
73

636
322

4,540

650
1,469
269

627
952
573

Percent

100.0%
82.4%
44.4%

21.3%
7.5%
4.9%

3.2%
2.7%
3.1%
14.3%
2.1%
4.9%
4.9%
2.3%
1.8%
3.4%
2.4%
0.3%
0.0%

2.2%
1.1%

15.6%

2.2%
5.0%
0.9%

2.1%
3.3%
2.0%

Residential Urban Villages:

23rd & Union -Jackson
Admiral
Aurora-Licton Springs

Columbia City
Crown Hill
Eastlake

Green Lake
Greenwood-Phinney Ridge
Madison-Miller
Morgan Junction
North Beacon Hill
Othello

Rainier Beach
Roosevelt

South Park

Upper Queen Anne

Wallingford
Westwood-Highland Park

Manufacturing/Industrial
Centers:

Ballard/Interbay/Northend
Greater Duwamish

Outside Urban Centers and
Villages

centers

in Seattle as of March 31, 2018

and in eac
Number Percent
of Units
6,523 22.4%
1,124 3.9%
114 0.4%
186 0.6%
856 2.9%
100 0.3%
112 0.4%
206 0.7%
258 0.9%
505 1.7%
102 0.3%
247 0.8%
1,313 4.5%
584 2.0%
174 0.6%
80 0.3%
112 0.4%
143 0.5%
307 1.1%
42 0.1%
42 0.1%
5,131 17.6%

Within urban centers, the largest numbers of rent- and income-restricted housing units are in Downtown where
where there are 4,200.South Lake Union has

there are roughly 6,200 such units, and inFirst Hill/Capitol Hill

nearly 1,000 rent and income-restricted units. Together, these three centers containnear | 'y 40
total rent- and income-restricted housing units. Thisreflectsover 30 year s
centrally located neighborhoods in response to the rapid loss of low-income units in the late 1970s and 1980s due
to rent increases, change of use, and redevelgment.

of

pri

percent
oritizing

(0



There are three urban villages with roughly 1,000 or more rent- and income-restricted units apiece: Othello , 23rd
& Union Jackson , and Bitter Lake Village . In the Othello residential urban village, over half of the units are
public housing in Seattl e Housi ng A u-inbome NewHolly sieighthiorkoed! The 23rd & Union -
Jackson residential urban village and Bitter Lake hub urban village are examples of neighborhoods where
affordable housing production and preservation can help mitigate the risk of displacement of residents struggling
to make ends meet.

Figure 2.4 presents a map of Seattle showing locations of properties with income- and rent-restricted units in

service as ofthe end of March 2018. The dots denoting locations are sized to indicate the numbers of income-

restricted units per property, and are color-coded to identify whether the income -restricted units were recently

placed in service.Properties with income-restricted units placed in service since the beginning of 2016 are

identified w ith magenta dots. This map was produced using the Rent- and Income-Restricted Housing dataset
published by the Seattl e Of fi cportab This Hadasesis avaylable to theé guldic Ci t y 6 s
and is updated on a periodic basis.

The Station at Othello Park Apartments
Photo courtesy of Seattle Office of Housing

Urban Village Indicators Monitoring Replopt. 49


https://data.seattle.gov/Community/Rent-and-Income-Restricted-Housing/b6zn-zsin

Figure 2.4 Locations of Rent - and Income -Restricted Housing in Seattle

@»

Income-restricted
affordable rental housing
in service as of March 31,2018

Number of units
1-4
5-19

2

20-99
100-250

>250

Placed in service
© before 2016
since the beginning of 2016

®
[] UrbanVilage
-~

Manufacturing /
Industrial Center

Notes "Number of units” refers to the number of
income- and rent-restricted affordable homes at
the property address. (Some income-restricted
units are in buildings where other units are
market-rate.) The map does not show properties
with fewer than four income-restricted affordable
units (except for those in the Rainier Vista,
NewHolly, High Point, and Yesler Terrace
neighborhoods). Also omitted from the map are
locations that are confidential to protect the
safety of residents.

Source: Seattle Office of Housing. Map produced by Office of Planning & Community Development .
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BACKGROUND ON HOUSING PROGRAMS IN SEATTE

Income -restricted affordable rental units

Over hal f of e-8strctedaffoedébde rental andsmvere produced through City of Seattle funding and
incentive programs. The Sattle Housing Levy has proven to be the most critical source of capital subsidy for
production and preservation of low -income housing by the City to date.

l e ~  Photo courtesy of
= Seattle Office of Housing

Affordability covenants for City -funded income-restricted rental housing typically
have a minimum term of 50 years and may be extended.

Subsidy-based programs emphasize deeper affordability than do most incentive - —
based programs. At present,just over half of the wunit
portfolio are for households with incomes no greater than 30 % of AMI. About 85
percentof the wunits in the Seattle Housin
households in that range. Housing developments receiving support solely from

the Washington State Housing Finance Commission tend to serve households with
incomes no greater than 60%o0f AMI . The City&s Mul tif
program, in contrast, restricts rents to no more than 65 to 85 % of AMI, with some
exceptions, both lower and higher, depending on unit size.

Income - and resale -restricted affordable homeowner units = e ——

The City uses funds from the Seattle Housing Levy and various other sources to
help provide affordable, sustainable homeownership opportunities for low -
income households. One of the ways the City helps to create such opportunities is ‘
by providing loans to qualified developers to acquire or build homes to sell to
low-income homebuyers at affordable sales prices. Resales of these homeowner
units are restricted to ensure that only low-income first-time households can

S S NEC
purchase ﬂhe units, and to preserve the affordability of the units for at least 50 R eoiricsy ot L |
years. Seattlﬁe of Housing <

Other types of housing -related assistance provided by the City

The City provides other forms of housing -related assistance not captured in the
indicators for this monitoring report. These programs advance a variety of
objectives including expanding access to housing and combatting displacement of
low-income households. Examples includelow-income weatherization programs;
loans and grants to help low-income homeowners make home repairs; tenant
protections ; down payment assistance education and counseling for assisted
homebuyers; and foreclosure prevention.

y

. . . . . . . Homebuyer Program
The City also works with partner agencies and organizations to provide a variety of | EILCEIEE]

. . L. . . ) Seattle Office of Housing
services for individuals and families experiencing homelessness.
Additional information

Data and reports on the Office of Hafadblehgudisypwdidisiande
preservation in Seattle. The Office of Housing maintains, and periodically updates,the dataset on income- and
rent-restricted housingpon t he Cityds Open Data site.

prov

Infformationaboutt he Ci tyds progr ams iare availdbte oretle HunmamServites s s ne s s

Department ds website.


http://www.seattle.gov/housing/data-and-reports
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/data-and-reports
https://data.seattle.gov/Community/Rent-and-Income-Restricted-Housing/b6zn-zsin
https://data.seattle.gov/Community/Rent-and-Income-Restricted-Housing/b6zn-zsin
https://www.seattle.gov/humanservices/about-us/initiatives/addressing-homelessness

Section 3: Livability

Broad context TheCi t y 0 SrovttDahdrLivability Report is

The ways the City addresses thechallenges and opportunities a good resource to read alongside our
associated with growth affects Seattler e s i d e nt s fife ig u ¢ Comprehensive Plan Urban Village Monitoring
profound ways. Report. The Growth and Livability Report

describes how Seattle is putting livability at the

One of the main aimsofthe Compr ehensi ve Pl an center of our growth strategy and investments.

Strategy is to improve livability . This strategy guides growth and
investment to urban centers and villages in order to better
connect more people with the services that make these
neighborhoods livable.

While there are many components of livability, some of the most
important are access to transit, presence of sidewalks, and access
to parks and open space.

1 Co-locating growth and transit in these areasmakes it
convenient for more people to use transit to get to
workplaces and services.

1 Investing in sidewalks in these neighborhoods creates
pedestrian-friendly and vibrant places where people can
easily walk to transit and neighborhood destinations.

1 Providing parks and open space in and near centers and
villages mitigates the stresses that accompany urban life and

provides residents with opportunities for health -promoting That report also includes neighborhood
outdoor activities. snapshots illustrating tangible ways that the
City is working with communities to address
The top i cs and i ndi cat or s localissuesandenhance livability.The
neighborhoods featured in the Growth and
ACCESS TO FREQUENTRANSITSERVICE Livability Report are: Crown Hill, Judkins Park,

Northgate, Rainier Beach Roosevelt, Uptown,

Wedre examining access to £Bregl .
and West Seattle Junction.

percentage of housing units in Seattle that are within a half-mile
walk of frequent transit service.

PRESENCE OF SIDEWABK

Wedre measuri ng t bidewatkenmptliheitne ntenses Porfi ori ty I nvest ment Netw
Pedestrian Master Pan.

ACCESSTO PARKS AND OPEN SRCE

To measure access to parks and open spacewe are piggybacking on the walkability analysis that Seattle Parks
and Recreati on per 30b/Panks dnd Omen Spack Blanthat analfsismeasuresthe percentage
of housing that is within a short walk of a City park or recreational facility such as a community center.

ng at


http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/livability

Access to Frequent Transit Service

Access to frequent transit is a crucial part of neighborhood livability, both for residents who are dependent o n
transit and for residents who commute to jobs outside their neighborhoods. Having access to frequent transit can
also help households save on transportation costs

The share of housing in proximity to frequent transit is a gauge of whether land use and transportation planning
are integrated as envi si-foousedGrowth Sttategyt t | eds urban village

Links to some of the
relevant goals and policies
in the Comprehensive Plan

Growth Strategy

GSG1
GS 1.6
GS 1.7
GS 1.10

Land Use element

Bus stop for Metro TransisRapidRide ELine anc 6 b ; - o Housing element
Photo courtesy of SDOT =~ i - :
H35

H5.7

Transportation element

Key policy guidance

Many elements in the Comprehensive Plancontain policies to support the TG 1
provision and use of transit as part of creating more livable neighborhoods and T1.2
enhancing serviceefficiency in urban centers and urban villages. Many of these i15
policies also aim to reduce reliance on personal vehicles a major source of 1G3
greenhouse gasemissions. 134
The Seattle Departmentof Tr an s p or t a td)sSToansd [gastér IBNQMW P) %ﬁ
identifies the Frequent Transit Network to guide transit service priorities over time T43
in a manner consistent with the Comprehensive Plan The Frequent Transit T7.7
Network includes transit corridors that provide high -quality service to urban @)
centers and villages T10.1
People are more likely to use transit when they know service is so frequent that Environment e lement
they dondt n eAspartafimplenfetidguthe éevy to Move Seattle EN G3

(approved by voters in 2015), the City is funding improvements to ensure that by

the year 2025 at least72 percent of Seattle households are within a ten-minute

walk of a frequent transit route running every 10 minutes or better. This is one of the specific metrics by which
SDOT tracks success on goals identified in the Levy to Move Seattle. The City is also aiming to increase the share
of households with access within a 10-minute walk to transit running every 15 minutes or better. (In both cases a
half-mile is used to approximate a 10-minute walk.)

Transportation modal master plans and the Levy to Move Seattle fi The City has four long-range transportation modal
master plans, of which the Transit Master Plan is one; the other three are for bicycles, pedestrians, and freight. All are guided
byfi and help to implement i the Comprehensive Plan. TheMOVE Seattlestrategy guides investment of funds from the Levy
to Move Seattle to integrate i mpirangedranspartatiommodabnaster pldns. f o u r


http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/tmp_final.htm
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/about-sdot/funding/levy-to-move-seattle
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=25
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=26
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=54
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=56
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=57
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=102
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=102
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=105
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=75
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=75
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=75
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=85
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=85
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=85
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=87
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=87
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=91
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=95
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=95
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=137
https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/document-library/citywide-plans/modal-plans
https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/document-library/citywide-plans/modal-plans
http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/document-library/citywide-plans/move-seattle

Indicators : Shares of housing units within  a half -mile walk of weekday
transit service a) running every 10 minutes, and b) running every 15-minute s

Wedb6re measuring access to frequent transit by tracking t
short walk of frequent transit service. Our methodology for gauging access to frequent tra nsit piggybacks on
SDOT6s work to monitor the success of the Levy to Move S

The first indicator we are tracking looks at access to transit service running with a frequency of 10 minutes or
better, while the second includes access to routes running every 15 minutes or better. Both indicators measure the
percent age hodsingtuhite that ard witlinsa half-mile walk of transit stops served by one or more
routes with the specified service frequencies. Fequency of service is based on averagescheduled headways
during weekdays between 6 a.m. and 7 p.m

What the data show Table 3.1

Estimated Shares of Housing Units
IN THE CITY AS A WHQE Within a Half -Mile Walk to Frequent Transit Service
Within Seattle . as of fall 2017 - In the City as a Whole, Urban Centers, and Urban Village Categories

Fall 2017
9 Sixty-four percent of housing

units in Seattle are within a half - Share Withina  Share Within a

mile walk of transit running every Half-Mile Half-Mile
10 mi b Walk to 10 - Walk to 15 -
minutes or better. Minute or Minute or
1 A large majority (8 8 percent) of Better Service  Better Service
Seattle households are within a Frequency Frequency
half -mile walk of transit running In the City as a whole: 64% 88%
every 15 minutes or more Inside Urban Centers and Villages: 84% 99%
frequently. Urban Centers: 89% ~100%
Service investments by the City are Downtown ~100% ~100%
helping improve access to frequent First Hill/Capitol Hil 79% 100%
trg?lsn, parycularly Sccessf to service Northgate 69% 100%
with 10 -minute or better fre quency. South Lake Union —100% 100%
1 The share of housing units in University District 89% 100%
Seat.tle with access. to transit Uptown 98% 100%
running every 10 minutes or more i
. Hub Urban Villages 81% 100%
frequently increased by 13 o : . .
percentage points in just one Residential Urban Villages 75% 97%
year. SDOT estimates that in 2016, Outside Urban Centers and 47% 79%

51 percent of households had Urban Villages

access to transit service this
frequent. (Seattle Transportation
Benefit District 2016 Annual Report.)

IN URBAN CENTERS AND/ILLAGES

The priority placed on urban centers
and villages is evident in the data on
access to frequent transit service.

Overall within centers and villages:
1 Eighty -four percent of housing units are within a half ~ -mile walk of 10 -minute transit service .

1 Almost all housing (99 percent) is within a half -mile of 15 -minute transit.



There is variation in access to 10 -minute service frequency between urban center and villa  ge categories ,
with 89 percent of urban center housing, 81 percent of hub urban village housing, and 75 percent of residential

urban village housing located within half a mile of service this frequent .

These data are shown in two tables, thefirst (Table 3.1, on the previous page) provides a broad look at the data
while the second (Table 3.2, below) adds detail at the level of individual urban center and village neighborhoods.

The 10-minute and 15-minute service walksheds are pictured inthe Fgure 3.1 map.
Table 3.2

Estimated Shares of Housing Units by Area Within Close Walking Distance to Frequent Transit Service

In the City as a Whole and in Urban Centers and Villages , Fall 2017

Within Close Walking
Distance to:

10-Minute 15-Minute

or Better or Better
Service Service
Frequency  Frequency
In the City as a Whole: 64% 88%
Inside Urban Centers and Villages: 84% 99%
Urban Centers & neighborhoods: 89% 100% Residential Urban Villages:
Downtown: ~100% ~100% 23rd & Union -Jackson
Belltown 100% 100% Admiral
Chinatown-International 100% 100% Aurora-Licton Springs
District
Commercial Core ~100% ~100% Columbia City
Denny Triangle 100% 100% Crown Hill
Pioneer Square 100% 100% Eastlake
First Hill/Capitol Hill: 79% 100% Green Lake
12th Avenue 100% 100% Greenwood-Phinney Ridge
Capitol Hill 70% 100% Madison-Miller
First Hill 90% 100% Morgan Junction
Pike/Pine 79% 100% North Beacon Hill
Northgate 69% 100% Othello
South Lake Union ~100% 100% Rainier Beach
University District: 89% 100% Roosevelt
Ravenna 35% 100% South Park
University Campus 100% 100% Upper Queen Anne
University District Northwest 98% 100% Wallingford
Uptown 98% 100% Westwood-Highland Park
Hub Urban Villages: 81% 100%  Outside Urban Centers and
Villages
Ballard 96% 100%
Bitter Lake Village 67% 100%
Fremont 1% 100%
Lake City 100% 100%
Mt. Baker (North Rainier) 99% 100%

West Seattle Junction 100% 100%

Within Close Walking
Distance to:

10-Minute  15-Minute
or Better or Better
Service Service

Frequency Frequency

5% 97%
100% 100%
0% 0%
97% 100%
100% 100%
100% 100%
0% 97%
62% 100%
23% 100%
100% 100%
100% 100%
100% 100%
81% 100%
100% 100%
100% 100%
0% 90%
88% 100%
100% 100%
42% 100%
47% 79%



Figure 3.1 Walksheds for 10 -Minute and 15 -Minute Transit Service , Fall 2017
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I:' Urban Villages

E Urban Centers
////A 10-Minute Link Coverage

15-Minute Streetcar Coverage
- 10-Minute Bus Coverage

15-Minute Bus Coverage

Admiral®

Source:SDOT analysis offall 2017 schedules for bus, light rail, and streetcar service.

For additional notes see Table 3.1.
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Among urban centers :

1 Almost all housing in the Downtown , South Lake
Union, and Uptown urban centers is within a 10 -
minute walk to 10 -minute transit service.

1 Among urban centers, Northgate has the lowest rate of
access to10-minute service, at 69 percent Notably,
however, targeted investments in Metro bus service by
the City have dramatically enhanced transit service
frequency in this urban center. (As recently as spring of
2017, there were no Northgate housing units with access
to 10-minute service.)

1 While there is notable variation among urban centers
in access to 10-minute transit service, virtually all
housing in all urban centers has access to 15 -minute
service.

Among hub urban villages:

9 Of the six hub urban villages in the city, four A
Ballard , Mt. Baker (North Rainier) , Lake City, and
West Seattle Junction fi have universal , or near -
universal , access to transit running every 10 minutes
orbetter. The Ci t yrvestmenesindietto buis
service havedramatically expanded access to 10 minute
service inLake City, boosting the share of housing units
with this frequency of service from 8 percent in spring of
2017 to 100 percent in fall of 2017.

9 Roughly two-thirds of the housing units in Bitter Lake
have access to 10 minute service.

1 Only one percent of housing units in Fremont are within
the walkshed for 10-minute service.

9 All hub urban village housing has access to 15 -
minute or better service.

Metro. TransitRoute 48
Photo courtesy of SDOT




Among residential urban villages:

fI'n ten of the citydvilages,alf brt
nearly all, housing is within a half -mile walk of 10 -
minute transit service.

1 The majority of housing units in Green Lake, and the
large majority of housing units in Othello and Upper
Queen Anne, also have access to 16minute transit
service. Access to 15minute service is universal in all
three of these villages.

1 Four urban villages have lower rates of access to 10
minute transit service, but universal or close-to-universal
access to 15minute service. These are theEastlake,
Greenwood -Phinney Ridge , South Park, and
Westwood -Highland Park urban villages. (City
investments brought 15-minute service to South Park in
fall 2017).

1 Admiral is unique among urban villages in that none of
the housing in this village is within a 10-minute walk of
either 10-minute or 15-minute transit service. Corridors
serving Admiral are identified in the Frequent Transit
Network as priorities for upgrades to 15-minute service.
(The 2016 Transit Master Plan shows theFrequent Transit
Network service upgradesenvisioned by 2030. Seethe Metro-Transit Route 7
first map in Chapter 4 of the TMP)) e

ansit Route 60
ourtesy of SDOT



http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/SDOT/TransitProgram/TMP2016CH4.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/SDOT/TransitProgram/TMP2016CH4.pdf

Presence of Sidewalks

Walkability is essential for ensuring that urban centers and villages function optimally for residents, and sidewalks
are a key ingredient of walkable neighborhoods. The presence of sidewalks on the routes people use to walk to
transit and school are particularly important.

As t h ePe@ktiiay Master Plan states:

0 Ayuality pedestrian network is at the core of an equitable and accessible transportation system. It is

essential for seniors, children and young adults, peoplewt h | i mi t ed mo b iwithifewgr, and

transportation choices, including many low-income people. . . .In addition, a well-connected,
comfortable pedestrian network improves personal health by promoting physical activity. 6

Linksto some of the relevant
goals and policies in the
Comprehensive Plan

Growth Strategy
GS1.10

GS 3.14

Land Use element

LU G8
LU 9.2
LU 9.6

Transportation element

Key policy guidance S

OneofthereasonsthatSeat t |l eds Urban Village Str
centers and villages is to make itconvenient for more p eople to walk to
neighborhood destinations and transit. Pedestrian activity, in turn, helps support
local businesses and is part of what fostersthe vibrancy of centers and villages.

Environme nt element

EN 3.1
EN 3.2

The Comprehensive Planincludes many policies aimed atimproving pedestrian connections and encouraging
walking. The Pedestrian Master Plan (PMP) developed by the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT)
furthers those policies by providing the blueprint for investing in pedestrian improvements.

A key objective of the PMP is completing and maintaining the Priority Investment Network (PIN). This network
delineates where the City focusesinvestments to enhance walking conditions. The PIN emphasizes key walking
routes to stops in the Frequent Transit Network and to public schools. The PIN contains slightly more than half of
the total blockfaces in the city, about 80 percent of the blockfaces in urban centers and villages, and nearly three
quarters of the arterial blockfaces in the city.

Sidewalk completeness within the PIN is one of the six performance measures that the City uses to track progress
in implementing the PMP. The associatedtarget is to complete 100 percent of arterial sidewalks in the PIN by
2035.

Sidewalk maintenance and construction of new sidewalks areamong the investments the Levy to Move Seattle
(approved in November of 2015) is helping to fund.

peoj

gr owt


http://www.seattle.gov/transportation/docs/SeattlePedestrianMasterPlan.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=26
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=35
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=35
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=54
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=56
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=57
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=75
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=75
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=75
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=75
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=77
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=85
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=85
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=85
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=86
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=137
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/CouncilAdopted2017_CitywidePlanning.pdf#page=137

Indicator: Percentage of blockfaces within the Priority Investment Network
(PIN) that have complete sidewalks .

This indicator measures sidewalkcompleteness within the PIN in both the city as a whole and in urban centers and

urban villages. The data are from sidewalkinventory information recordedin SDOTd6s Asset Managemen
as of August 2017. At that time, SDOTwas nearly finished with the now complete 2017 Sidewalk Assessment

Projectt Thi s was a compr ehensi v anventbry a sidewalk compigbedeastand conditonsCi t y & s
both within the PIN and citywide.

When calculating the compl et enesaceod as dtehwea | kkrsi,A blBdRFO Tmeuassel
face refersto one side of a street between two consecutive intersections (or, in some casesother features). A

typical street block hastwo block faces (i.e., one blockface on each side of the street) A blockface is regarded as

having a complete sidewalk when sidewalk is present along the whole length of the blockface.

What the data show

Figure 3.2 presents a map of Seattle showing whether streets in the PIN have complete sidewalks (Gray lines
indicate where streets havecomplete sidewalks along both sides of the street, while red lines indicate streets with
missing sidewalk on one or both sides. Three urban villages are shownas examplesin the zoomed-in insets to the
right of the city wide map. Table 3.3 lists the percentages of PINblockfaces that have complete sidewalkswithin
the city as a whole and within urban centers and villages

Readers can view information on the completeness and conditions of sidewalks, both inside and outside the PIN,
bygoing t o SDOT 6 s wakiedapdavigwing the Accessibility Route Plannermap.

IN THE CITY AS A WHQE

1 Overall about 85 percent of the blockfaces in the PIN have
complete sidewalks.

9 The greatest concentration of missing sidewalks in the PIN is
north of N 8 5" Street. (Although not shown in the map, missing
sidewalks along non-PIN streets are also concentrated north of N.
85" Street.) This pattern is a legacy of the development in this area
before it became part of Seattle. (See historical context provided on
page 64.) Some of the other prominent concentrations of
missing sidewalks are found in the Southeast Seattle and
Delridge neighborhoods.

IN URBAN CENTERS AND/ILLAGES

9 The share of PIN blockfaces that have complete sidew alks is
higher in urban centers and villages than it is in the city as
whole. Within urban centers and villages, about 89 percent of

the roughly 10,500 PIN blockfaces have complete sidewalks. s

1 Within urban centers, 95 percent of PIN blockfaces have
complete sidewalks.

1 Large majorities of the PIN blockfaces within hub urban villages
and within residential urban villages (85% and 88%,
respectively) also have complete sidewalks.



https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/getting-around/walking
http://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=86cb6824307c4d63b8e180ebcff58ce2

Figure 3.2 Sidewalk Completeness in the Priority Investment Network
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Sources: SDOT Asset Management database and GIS analysis, August 2017.
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Notes: Priority Investment Network is defined in the 2017 Pedestrian Master $¥&fable 3.3for additional notes.
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