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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

Underlying Patterns of Inequity  
With this report, the Office of Planning and Community Development (OPCD) is launching the 
Equitable Development Monitoring Program (EDMP) to measure and acceleratŜ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŜǎǎ 
toward becoming a more equitable city. 

This report analyses and provides data on underlying patterns of inequity disproportionately 
impacting Black, Indigenous, and People of Color (BIPOC) communities. The primary statistics 
presented pre-date both the COVID-19 pandemic and the murder of George Floyd, which have 
laid bare the brutal effects of systemic racism.  

The inequities we detail in this report include disproportionately high rates of poverty and 
housing cost burdens, greater disconnection from school and work, limited mobility options and 
greater need to take long trips by transit, greater exposure to pollution, and lower access to well-
performing neighborhood schools. These conditions make it difficult for people of color to thrive 
even during economic booms.  

Now, these and other inequities are placing people of color at greater risks of social and economic 
impacts associated with the pandemic; and related inequities are contributing to the 
disproportionate rate at which people of color are falling sick and dying from COVID-19.  

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

Monitoring the Community Indicators of Equitable Development will help us gauge progress and 
navigate a path to a more inclusive and equitable future. 

Background  

Purpose  

!ǎ ƻǳǘƭƛƴŜŘ ƛƴ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛve Plan and Equitable Development Implementation Plan, 
the EDMP is monitoring community-driven indicators with three broad aims: 

¶ to provide City leaders with data to help center the needs of Black, Indigenous, and people of 
color (BIPOC) communities in policy, planning, and investment decisions, 

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

¶ to furnish community stakeholders and organizations with data they can use in their work to 
advance equity.  
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Figure 1 

Community Indicators and Analysis in this Report  

This report provides baseline findings on the community indicators we are tracking in the 
Equitable Development Monitoring Program. 

We conducted extensive community engagement with BIPOC and low-income communities to 
enable us to select indicators reflecting things that these marginalized communities regard as 
especially important. As shown below, we selected twenty-one community indicators of equitable 
development spanning four broad themesτHome, Community, Transportation, and Education & 
Economic Opportunity. 

HOME 

¶ Homeownership 

¶ Housing cost burdens 

¶ Affordability and availability of 
rental housing 

¶ Family-size rental housing 

¶ Rent- and income-restricted housing 

COMMUNITY 

¶ Proximity to community centers  

¶ Access to public libraries 

¶ Proximity to grocery stores  

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

¶ Air pollution exposure risk 

TRANSPORTATION 

¶ Sidewalk coverage 

¶ Access to frequent transit with night 
and weekend service 

¶ Jobs accessible by transit 

¶ Average commute time 

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY 

¶ Performance of neighborhood 
elementary schools  

¶ Unemployment 

¶ Disconnected youth 

¶ Educational attainment 

¶ Poverty and near-poverty 

¶ Full-time workers in or near poverty 

¶ Business ownership

 
For each indicator, we look at how the city as 
a whole is doing. Then we break out the data 
by race and ethnicity, neighborhood, or both. 
This includes a special focus on how Race and 
Social Equity (RSE) priority areasτ
neighborhoods where marginalized 
populations are a relatively large share of 
residentsτare faring on the indicators 
relative to other neighborhoods and the city 
as a whole. (The RSE Index is pictured at right. 
The RSE priority areas referenced in this 
report are comprised of census tracts with the 
two highest levels of disadvantage and 
priority.)  
 
 
  

Analysis of the community indicators places a 
special focus on Racial and  
Social Equity (RSE)  
Index priority Areas,  
shown here in brown  
and maroon. 

 

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

The new Equitable Development Monitoring Program also includes reporting on indicators of 
heightened displacement risk. Building on displacement risk mapping for the Seattle 2035 
Comprehensive Plan, these new metrics are intended to provide a deeper understanding of how 
displacement pressures are currently affecting households, businesses, and cultural institutions. 

Emphasis on Community Engagement  

Community engagement has been critical in informing the design of the monitoring program and 
the selection of the indicators. This process included working with the Equitable Development 
Interim Advisory Board and the Seattle Planning Commission, facilitating workshops with leaders 
in BIPOC communities, and conducting interviews and focus groups with residents. We also 
consulted more than a dozen reports, action plans, and Racial Equity Toolkits to obtain additional 
insights into community concerns. 

The EDMP will continue to emphasize community engagement. This will include requesting 
additional feedback from stakeholders upon release of this report to identify how we can improve 
the indicators and make ongoing reporting as useful as possible. OPCD will also explore ways to 
complement data from traditional sources with community-based participatory research, 
recognizing that people most impacted by displacement and low access to opportunity know their 
own communities best. 

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

HOME 

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

¶ About one third of SeaǘǘƭŜΩǎ ƘƻǳǎŜholds of color own their home compared to roughly half of 
ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ²ƘƛǘŜ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘǎΦ  

¶ Homeownership is uncommon among low-income households. Even among low-income 
households, there are racial and ethnic disparities in homeownership. 

¶ While Race and Social Equity Index (RSE) priority areas generally have low rates of 
homeownership, there is a relatively large number of low-income homeowners in southeast 
Seattle. 

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

¶ In Seattle, roughly half of Native American, Black, and Pacific Islander households are housing 
cost burdened, meaning they spend more than 30 percent of their income on housing. In 
comparison, roughly one-third of White households are cost burdened.  

¶ More than a quarter of Black households are severely housing cost burdened, meaning they 
spend more than fifty percent of their income on housing. 

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

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

units in Seattle.  

{ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǘƻǘŀƭ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘƻŎƪ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ōƻǘƘ ƳŀǊƪŜǘ-rate rentals and more than 33,000 rent-
and income-restricted units dedicated to income-eligible households. Analysis of the overall 
rental stock in Seattle finds that:  

¶ There is a  shortage of rental housing affordable and available at all low-income levels including 
30% of Area Median Income (AMI), 50% of AMI, and 80% of AMI.  

¶ The shortage is especially severe for households with extremely low incomes: there are only 32 
rental units affordable and available at 30% of AMI for every 100 renter households with 
incomes at or below 30% of AMI. 

This analysis adjusts for the fact that some rentals affordable at each level are occupied by 
households with higher incomes but still understates shortages and does not account for the 
housing needed by over 8,000 people experiencing homelessness in Seattle.  

Family-size rental housing is scarce.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǎƭƛƳ ǎǳǇǇƭȅ ƻŦ Ƴǳƭǘƛ-bedroom rentals disproportionately impacts households of color, 
including immigrant and refugee households, who tend to be larger than White households.  

¶ Only seven percent of rentals (rent- and income-restricted units and market-rate rental units 
combined) are three-plus bedroom units affordable with a low-income, presenting particular 
challenges for larger families. 

While scarce overall, rentals affordable to low -income households are more pre valent in 

most RSE priority areas than elsewhere in the city.   

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

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

 

COMMUNITY 

Broadly speaking, RSE priority areas are doing slightly better than the city as a whole in 

having City -operated community centers and libraries near peopleõs homes.  

¶ Virtually all homes in the city, including those in RSE priority areas, are within two miles of a 
City-operated community center; the same is true with respect to public libraries.  

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

¶ Sixteen percent of homes in Seattle are within a half-mile (walking distance) of a community 
center and 23 percent are this close to a public library. Percentages are a bit higher for RSE 
priority areas.  
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¶ However, factors related to programmingτincluding hours, affordability, and cultural 
relevanceτmay nevertheless fall short in meeting the needs of marginalized communities. This 
is especially important considering that residents of color use {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ community centers at 
higher rates than do White residents: a 2014 survey found that 18 percent of respondents of 
color compared to 8 percent of White respondents visited a community center on a weekly 
basis. 

Households in RSE priority areas are as likely as those in the city as a whole to have a 

grocery store nearby that sells fresh fruits and vegetables, but gaps in access and 

cultural relevance remain.  

¶ Roughly six in ten homes in the cityτincluding in RSE priority areasτare within half a mile of 
such a grocery store.  

¶ However, some neighborhoods in RSE priority areas, including South Park, Riverview, High 
Point, and most of Highland Park, lack a grocery store.  

¶ Populations in RSE priority areas also tend to have lower incomes and fewer transportation 
options, which can limit access. They may also have to travel long distances to get to stores 
with culturally relevant foods. 

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

pollution.  

¶ Air pollution exposure risks in Seattle are highest for neighborhoods bordering industrial 
districts and major freight routes; RSE priority areas are more commonly near these sources.  

¶ Households in RSE priority areas are twice as likely as households in the city as a whole to live 
near a major point-source of air pollution. 

Future monitoring will include indicators on Parks & Open Space.  

¶ While this topic is not included in this first report, OPCD is working with Seattle Parks & 
Recreation to develop a new measure of access to parks and open space that will be included in 
future reports. 

TRANSPORTATION  

Low-income households and households of color are less likely than others to own a car. This 
makes it especially important for these households and their neighborhoods to have access to 
good pedestrian connections and a variety of mobility options including high-quality transit 
service. 

Sixty-eight percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalks, which is somewhat 

lower than the proportion in the city as a whole.  

¶ Based on the criteria for this indicator (sidewalks on both sides of the road for arterials and one 
side for other roads), 68 percent of roads in RSE priority areas have sidewalk coverage, 
compared with 76 percent of roads in Seattle overall. 

¶ Neighborhoods north of 85th street, including several neighborhoods in RSE priority areas, have 
sparse sidewalk coverage. 
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More than 75 percent of homes in Seattle are near at least one frequent transit route 

that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays; however, some neighborhoods in 

RSE priority areas lack such access.  

Based on 2019 transit schedules: 

¶ Most homes in Seattleτ76 percent in Seattle as a whole and 80 
percent in RSE priority areasτhave access to at least one frequent 
transit route that runs nights and weekends as well as weekdays.  

¶ However, substantial parts of some RSE priority neighborhoods in 
north and south Seattle lack access to one or more of these transit 
routes. 

Residents of Seattle have relatively high access by transit to jobs 

via transit, but displacement is a threat.  

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

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

Seattleites of color have longer commutes to work than their White counterparts.  

¶ Black people have the longest average commute time to work while Whites have the shortest.  

¶ ²ƻǊƪŜǊǎ ǿƘƻ ƭƛǾŜ ƴŜŀǊ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ŎŜƴǘŜǊ ƘŀǾŜ ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜƭȅ ǎƘƻǊǘ ŎƻƳƳǳǘŜǎΦ  

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITY 

The Washington Schools Improvement Framework (WSIF), an index of school 

performance, shows large disparities among Seattleõs elementary school s by 

race/ethnicity, income, and neighborhood.  

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

¶ WSIF scores for neighborhood elementary schools in Seattle indicate better outcomes for 
White and Asian students than for Black, Hispanic/Latino, low-income, and English-language-
learner (ELL) students.  

¶ While high-scoring elementary schools are in many parts of Seattle; most of the lower-scoring 
neighborhood elementary schools are in RSE priority areas. 

Adults in Seattle are more highly educated than adults in other large cities .  However, in 

Seattle and the nation as a whole, people of color are less likely than Whites to h ave a 

bachelorõs degree.  

¶ As of 2018, 65 percent of Seattleites age 25 and older and 54 percent of Seattleites of color in 
ǘƘƛǎ ŀƎŜ ƎǊƻǳǇ ƘŀǾŜ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜτ the highest rates among the 50 largest cities in the 
U.S. 

¶ wŀǘŜǎ ƻŦ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ŀǘǘŀƛƴƳent among Seattleites are much lower for Blacks, Native 
Americans, Pacific Islanders, Southeast Asians, and Hispanic/Latino persons than for Whites. 

¶ ¢ƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǿƛǘƘ ŀ ōŀŎƘŜƭƻǊΩǎ ŘŜƎǊŜŜ ƛǎ ƭƻǿŜǊ ƛƴ w{9 ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜas than in Seattle as a 
whole.  

Findings reported on community 
indicators related to transit reflect 
service levels in effect before the 
arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic. 
Transit service levels in 2020 have been 
significantly impacted by the pandemic. 
 

The pandemic has also reduced the 
supply of jobs in Seattle and the broader 
region. 
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Living in or near -poverty, even when working full -time, is more 

common for people of color than for Whites. Unemployment 

rates are also higher for people of color.  

¶ The most detailed estimates by race and ethnicity come from data 
collected between 2011 and 2015, when Seattle was recovering from 
the Great Recession.  

o Roughly 40 percent of people of color, including more than half of 
Blacks and Native Americans had incomes below 200% of poverty; 
in comparison, 18 percent of Whites had incomes this low. 

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

o The unemployment rate among people of color was roughly one 
and a half times that of Whites.  

¶ Most RSE priority areas have disproportionately high rates of people 
living below 200% of poverty. 

Large racial and ethnic disparities exist in rates of youth 

disconnect ion from school and work.  

¶ In Seattle, the rate of disconnection among Black youth is three times 
as high as the rate is for White youth. The rate among 
Hispanic/Latino youth is twice that of Whites. 

¶ Data for our region also indicates that Native American, Pacific 
Islander, and Southeast Asian youth have disproportionately high 
rates of disconnection from school and work. 

People of color own a disproportionately low share of 

businesses in Seattle. 

¶ ²ƘƛƭŜ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ƻŦ ŎƻƭƻǊ ƳŀƪŜ ǳǇ ŀōƻǳǘ ŀ ǘƘƛǊŘ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ŀŘǳƭǘ 
population, they own less than a quarter of the firms here.  

¶ The deepest disparities are in the ownership of firms with employees. While Blacks are roughly 
т ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ŀŘǳƭǘ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΣ ǘƘŜȅ ƻǿƴ Ƨǳǎǘ мΦр ǇŜǊŎŜƴǘ ƻŦ ŦƛǊƳǎ ǿƛǘƘ ŜƳǇƭƻȅŜŜǎΦ 

  

The COVID-19 pandemic: compounded 
harm built on underlying inequities 

As we release this report, the new 
coronavirus is taking lives and the 
actions required to stem its spread are 
ǇǊƻŦƻǳƴŘƭȅ ƛƳǇŀŎǘƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 
wellbeing. Those most affected by the 
pandemic are the people already 
burdened by the systemic racism we see 
reflected in findings for many of the 
community indicators in this report. 

King County health officials report that 
the age-adjusted prevalence of COVID-
19 disease among Hispanic/Latinx, 
Black, and Pacific Islander populations is 
three or more times that among Whites.  

Data on new unemployment claims 
show people of colorτespecially Blacks, 
Native Americans, and Pacific 
Islandersτlosing their jobs at far higher 
rates than Whites.  

Stark disparities are also being found by 
a new household survey measuring 
impacts of the pandemic. Among the 
findings for the Seattle area: only four in 
ten Black rentersτcompared to nine in 
ten White rentersτwere able to make 
their June rent payment.  

Sources: Public HealthτSeattle & King 
County COVID-19 data dashboards and 
U.S. Census Bureau Household Pulse 
Survey. 

https://www.kingcounty.gov/depts/health/covid-19/data.aspx
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html
https://www.census.gov/programs-surveys/household-pulse-survey/data.html
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Additional Analysis and Ongoing Monitoring  
The full Equitable Development Community Indicators Report, also ŀǾŀƛƭŀōƭŜ ƻƴ ht/5Ωǎ 
monitoring website, provides much more information on each of these indicators. Charts and 
maps illustrate each data point and make clear connections between each aspect of equitable 
development and evident gaps across neighborhoods and racial groups within Seattle. 
Accompanying narrative provides context, grounded in what we heard from community 
stakeholders.  

Reporting on the Heightened Displacement Risk Indicators in a dashboard format is being 
launched ƻƴ ht/5Ωǎ ƳƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ at the same time Community Indicators Report is 
released.  

As an ongoing project coordinated by OPCD, the Equitable Development Monitoring Program will 
continue to update data over time to provide relevant and timely data to City and community 
stakeholders. This may include the addition of new sources of data and may also encompass 
community-based research.  

Questions and requests for more information may be directed to Diana Canzoneri, Demographer 
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Development, diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov.  

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/communityindicatorsreport2020.pdf
https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/indicator-projects
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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INTRODUCTION AND METHODS 
Direction for Creating the Monitoring Program  

The broad inspiration for the Equitable Development Monitoring Program (EDMP) is the Race and 
Social Justice Initiative όw{WLύΣ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ /ƛǘȅǿƛŘŜ ŜŦŦƻǊǘ ǘƻ ŜƴŘ ƛƴǎǘƛǘǳǘƛƻƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǊŀŎƛǎƳ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
work and to help eliminate race-based disparities in the broader community.  

The initial direction for creating the EDMP came in 2015 with the adoption of Resolution 31577. 
With this resolution, the City Council and the Mayor called for stronger integration of racial and 
ǎƻŎƛŀƭ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƻƳǇǊŜƘŜƴǎƛǾŜ tƭŀƴΣ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ нл-year policy framework for how the city 
should grow and develop. To guide the implementation and further evolution of policies on race 
and social equity, the resolution called for quantitative indicators to be created and monitored.  

In response, the Seattle 2035 update of the Comprehensive Plan 
incorporates new goals and policies to better advance race and social 
equity. The updated Comprehensive Plan also includes a commitment 
to ongoing monitoring to help us better understand how well the Plan 
is doing in making the city a more equitable place.  

¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ Equitable Development Implementation Plan identifies 
monitoring as one of several systemic actions the City is undertaking to 
advance equitable development and outlines key guidance for carrying 
out the EDMP.1   

The Implementation Plan created an Equitable Development 
Framework for translating policies into action. Like other efforts guided 
by the Implementation Plan, the EDMP is built on this framework. The 
framework integrates people and place with two interrelated goalsτ
one focused on supporting strong communities and people, and one 
aiming to create great neighborhoods with equitable access.  

The framework also embraces six Equity Drivers to describe and guide 
ǎǘǊŀǘŜƎƛŜǎ ŦƻǊ ǊŜŀŎƘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŦǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩǎ Ŝǉǳƛǘȅ Ǝƻŀƭs:  

D1)  Advance economic mobility and opportunity.  

D2) Prevent residential, commercial, and cultural displacement.  

D3) Build on local cultural assets.  

D4) Promote transportation mobility and connectivity.  

D5) Develop healthy and safe neighborhoods.  

D6) Enable equitable access to all neighborhoods.  

  

Definitions established in Resolution 
31577:  

Race and Social Equity: when all 
marginalized people can attain those 
resources, opportunities, and outcomes 
that improve their quality of life and 
enable them to reach their full 
potential. The city has a collective 
responsibility to address the history of 
inequities in existing systems and their 
ongoing impacts in Seattle communities, 
leveraging collective resources to create 
communities of opportunity for 
everyone, regardless of race or means.  

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

Marginalized People: persons and 
communities of color, immigrants, and 
refugees, those experiencing poverty, 
and people living with disabilities.  

https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
https://www.seattle.gov/rsji
http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/31577
https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/comprehensive-plan
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/EquitableDevelopmentInitiative/EDIImpPlan042916final.pdf
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Outline of the Monitoring Program  

Scope and Purpose  

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

¶ Community Indicators of Equitable Developmentτcommunity indicators to gauge progress 
over time in achieving equitable development outcomesτwhich are the focus of this report 

¶ Indicators of Heightened Displacement Riskτspecialized metrics to enhance our understanding 
of displacement and detect heightened displacement risksτwhich are also being launched 
alongside the community indicators report 

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

¶ aŀȅƻǊ 5ǳǊƪŀƴΩǎ Executive Order 2019-02 on Actions to Increase Affordability and Address 
Residential Displacement names the EDMP as a source of data to help guide work by City 
departments on these fronts. 

¶ Based on guidance outlined for the EDMP, the Equitable Development Interim Advisory Board 
and the Seattle Planning Commission have special roles in the EDMP 
and will be using the monitoring findings to make recommendations 
to City officials and departments.  

Furthermore, the EDMP is intended to provide community-based 
organizations with a resource they can use to target their own 
programs, demonstrate need, and advocate for action. 

Indicator Criteria  

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

1. Useful in gauging progress toward: 

o Equity-related policy direction in the Comprehensive Plan, and 

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

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

3. Important and meaningful to marginalized people, including low-income persons and 

communities of color  

4. Measurable with readily available data (for indicators in the baseline report) and consistent 

with best practices for designing community indicators 

The Process for Selecting Community Indicators  

Selecting community indicators for the launch of the monitoring program was a collaborative, 
multistep process. We cast a wide net to identify potential indicators, then used the criteria above 
to prioritize indicators for selection. From the beginning, the process incorporated substantial 
research, consultation with colleagues, and community engagement. More specifically, this 
process included the following: 

άaƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ ƛǎ ŦǳƴŘŀƳŜƴǘŀƭ ŦƻǊ ŜƴǎǳǊƛƴƎ 
accountability and making meaningful 
and sustained progress on equitable 
ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘΦέ 

τCity of Seattle Equitable Development 
Implementation Plan, 2016 

https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2019/02/2019-02-20-Executive-Order-2019-02-Affordability-and-Anti-displacement.pdf
https://durkan.seattle.gov/wp-content/uploads/sites/9/2019/02/2019-02-20-Executive-Order-2019-02-Affordability-and-Anti-displacement.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/opcd/ongoing-initiatives/equitable-development-initiative
http://www.seattle.gov/planningcommission/about-us
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¶ Research by OPCD staff including inventorying topics covered in other local, regional, and 
nationwide indicator efforts focused on equity, opportunity, and livability; as well as consulting 
research findings on related topics. 

¶ Consultation with colleagues across City departments; regional and county entities including 
the Puget Sound Regional Council; and Public HealthτSeattle & King County; Seattle Public 
Schools; and university researchers. 

¶ Community engagement, which included working closely with the Equitable Development 
Interim Advisory Board and the Seattle Planning Commission and engaging with community 
leaders and residents to ensure that we are measuring aspects of economic development and 
livability that the marginalized communities care about most. More information on the 
integration of community engagement in the EDMP is provided below.  

Community engagement 

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

Involvement of community leaders and practitionersτThe Equitable Development Interim 
Advisory Board and the Seattle Planning Commission have special roles in the EDMP. OPCD 
worked with these bodies over the course of many months to generate initial ideas on topics to 
measure and help us refine the indicators.  

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

Direct engagement with community residentsτIn engaging directly with residents, we 
prioritized talking with persons of color, immigrants and refugees, low-income persons, and 
people in neighborhoods experiencing displacement. This included interviewing people at 
community festivals, and hosting neighborhood focus groups. The Department of Neighborhoods 
and its Community Liaison program were instrumental in providing background on community 
concerns, arranging engagement opportunities, and providing translation and interpretation.  

Consultation of previous reportsτWe consulted more than one dozen reports, action plans, and 
Racial Equity Toolkits featuring community insights on related issues.  

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

The indicators in this first report rely on readily available data from traditional data sources. For a 
more complete picture, we will explore how EDMP could more fully integrate marginalized 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƻǿƴ ŜȄǇŜǊƛŜƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǿƘŀǘ ƛǎ ƘŀǇǇŜƴƛƴƎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜƛǊ ŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΦ ¢ƘŜ ƛƳǇƻǊǘŀƴŎŜ ƻŦ ǘŀppingτ
and providing resources forτcommunity based-data collection was one of the most common 
themes from the input that community leaders and practitioners provided.  

Community Engagement AppendixτAppendix A provides more specifics on the community 
engagement we conducted, the questions we asked, and the messages we heard. It also describes 
how we integrated RSJI Racial Equity Toolkit principles into the design of the monitoring program.  

http://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/community-liaisons
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The Community Indicators of Equitable Development 

Selected for Monito ring 

Twenty-One Community Indicators; Four Themes 

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

HOME 

¶ Homeownership 

¶ Housing cost burdens 

¶ Affordability and availability of rental 
housing 

¶ Family-size rental housing 

¶ Rent- and income-restricted housing 

COMMUNITY 

¶ Proximity to community centers  

¶ Access to public libraries 

¶ Proximity to grocery stores  

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

¶ Air pollution exposure risk 

TRANSPORTATION 

¶ Sidewalk coverage 

¶ Access to frequent transit with night 
and weekend service 

¶ Jobs accessible by transit 

¶ Average commute time 

EDUCATION AND ECONOMIC 
OPPORTUNITY 

¶ Performance of neighborhood 
elementary schools  

¶ Unemployment 

¶ Disconnected youth 

¶ Educational attainment 

¶ Poverty and near-poverty 

¶ Full-time workers in or near poverty 

¶ Business ownership 

Two Types of Community Indicators 

Some of these indicators provide direct information on how people are 
doing, while others measure aspects of places ǘƘŀǘ ƛƳǇŀŎǘ ǊŜǎƛŘŜƴǘǎΩ 
quality of life and access to opportunity. Examples of the former are 
housing cost burdens and educational attainment; examples of the 
latter are proximity of grocery stores to homes, and the number of jobs 
accessible by transit. Some indicators play both of these roles. For 
example, while poverty status is a direct indicator of how a person is 
doing, research also shows that living in an area with a high 
concentration of poverty can influence individual outcomes and 
compound difficulties associated with being poor.2  

Together, these indicators give us insights into how well Seattle is doing 
ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 9ǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ CǊŀƳŜǿƻǊƪΩǎ Řǳŀƭ Ǝƻŀƭǎ ƻŦ ŎǊŜŀǘƛƴƎ 
strong communities and people and creating great places with 
equitable access. 

  

άThe Equitable Development 
Framework presents an integrated 
fabric of ideas, each of which addresses 
ƻƴŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ ŎƻƳǇƻƴŜƴǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
vision for an equitable future. Achieved 
together, we believe it has the potential 
to make the transformative systems 
change needed to shift from the current 
trajectory of unwieldy economic growth 
that marginalizes far too many and 
compromises the diversity that makes 
Seattle an attractive place to live, work, 
and pƭŀȅΦέ 

τEquitable Development 
Implementation Plan 
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Relationship of the Community Indicators and the Equity Drivers 

Table 1 illustrates how each of the four community indicator themes relates to the Equity Drivers 
ƛƴ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 9ǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ 5ŜǾŜƭƻǇƳŜƴǘ Framework. 

As the Framework emphasizes, the drivers are not intended to be viewed independently; but as 
inter-related and mutually reinforcing actions that need to be coordinated to produce lasting 
change. Likewise, viewing the community indicators in relationship to one another provides the 
greatest insights into the patterns that need to shift to achieve transformative systems change.  

Table 1 

Some Key Interrelationships Between Community Indicator Themes and Equitable Development Drivers 

  
Community Indicator Themes 

 
Home Community  Transportation Education and 

Economic 
Opportunity  

E
q
u
ita

b
le

 D
e
ve

lo
p
m

e
n
t 
D

ri
ve

rs 

D1 Advance economic mobility  
and opportunity.  
Promote economic opportunities for marginalized 
populations and enhance community cultural anchors. 
Provide access to quality education, training, and 
living-wage career path jobs. 

  

P 

  

P 
 

D2 Prevent residential, commercial, and cultural 
displacement.  
Enact policies and programs that allow marginalized 
populations, businesses, and community organizations 
to stay in their neighborhoods. 

P P 

  

P 
 

D3 Build on local cultural assets.  
Respect local community character, cultural diversity, 
and values. Preserve and strengthen cultural 
communities and build the capacity of their leaders, 
organizations, and coalitions to have greater self-
determination.  

  

P 

 

P 

D4 Promote transportation mobility and 
connectivity.  
Prioritize investment in effective and affordable 
transportation that supports transit-dependent 
communities. 

  

P P 

   

D5 Develop healthy and safe  
neighborhoods.  
Create neighborhoods that enhance community 
health through access to public amenities, healthy, 
affordable, and culturally relevant food, and safe 
environments for everyone. 

  

P P 
   

D6 Enable equitable access to all 
neighborhoods.  
Leverage private developments to fill gaps in 
amenities, expand the supply and variety of housing 
and employment choices, and create equitable access 
to neighborhoods with high access to opportunity.   

P P P P  
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The Analysis in This Report 

¢Ƙƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ōŀǎŜƭƛƴŜ Řŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƻƴ ǘƘŜ 95atΩǎ 
Community Indicators of Equitable Development.  

The Information and Analysis We Include for Each 

Community Indicator 

For each indicator we: 

¶ Summarize key findings. 

¶ Describe why the indicator is important, that is, how the outcomes 
ƻǊ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƻŦ ŀŎŎŜǎǎ ƳŜŀǎǳǊŜŘ ōȅ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊ ƳŀǘǘŜǊ ŦƻǊ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ 
well-being and impact opportunities available to them. 

¶ Identify how the city as a whole is doing. 

¶ Dive deeper into the data to assess equity and identify disparities. 
Specifically, we: 

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

o Analyze differences by neighborhood (for indicators with readily 
available and reliable estimates at this geographic level).  

¶ Describe how we measure the indicator. We provide a brief 
description of the data sources and methods used to measure the 
indicator. 

¶ Identify additional considerations for interpreting indicator findings. 
This includes noting important equity-related aspects that are closely 
related to, but not captured by, the indicator itself.  

How we analyze disparities between population groups  

In assessing disparities, the EDMP focuses primarily on disparities 
between racial/ethnic groups.  

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

We also present detailed comparisons to see how individual groups of color are doing. As data 
allow, we report estimates for seven standard categories: White, Black, Native American, Asian, 
Pacific Islander, Multiracial, and Hispanic or Latino.3  

Outcomes for a given racial/ethnic group often mask disparities within that group. (For example, 
among Asians, outcomes here tend to be less favorable for southeast Asian populations than for 
Asian Indian populations.) As feasible, we provide examples of disparities between subgroups and 
note sources that readers can consult for more comprehensive analysis. A key source, which we 
used extensively, is the National Equity Atlas produced by PolicyLink and the USC Program for 
Environmental and Regional Equity (PERE).  

For some indicators, we also drill down to see how low-income individuals or households are doing. 
(Low-income groups are sometimes defined differently vary depending on the data source.) 

While findings in this report pre-date 
the COVID-19 pandemic, we can use 
insights from these findings to inform 
actions to mitigate some of the impact 
from the current crisis and plan a 
recovery that creates a more equitable 
future. 

The data in this report pre-date the 
arrival of the COVID-19 pandemic. As 
such, the findings reflect times when 
the economyτwhile far from 
equitableτwas regarded as strong, with 
{ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅ ōŜƛƴƎ ƻƴŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ 
hottest in the nation. 

As we complete this report, the 
pandemic has plunged our economy 
into a state more dire than most 
Americans alive today have seen. The 
toll in lives and livelihoods is laying bare 
and intensifying inequities between 
marginalized and privileged populations.  

While the statistics in the report are 
from different times, the patterns of 
disparity they show tell us much about 
the underlying landscape of inequity in 
Seattle. As such, these findings will help 
ƛƴŦƻǊƳ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ ǿƻǊƪ ŦƻǊ ŀƴŘ ǿƛǘƘ 
marginalized communities to respond to 
the COVID-19 crisis.  

This report provides a baseline for 
gauging our progress as we work to 
build a more equitable Seattle. 

https://nationalequityatlas.org/
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How we analyze community indicators across neighborhoods 

One of the ways to identify if people are benefiting equitably as 
development occurs is to compare how different neighborhoods are 
doing. 

In the EDMP, we do this by mapping key data for the indicators, looking 
at neighborhoods where marginalized persons make up a substantial 
share of the population, and evaluating how these neighborhoods are 
faring relative to other Seattle neighborhoods.  

Findings for the community indicators are calculated at the census 
tract-level. This provides a common geographic frame for analysis 
across the indicators. (Moreover, use of tract-level data was necessary 
for many indicators because estimates are unavailable or too unreliable 
at smaller levels of geography.)  

Many of the community indicator maps (e.g., those on housing cost 
burden and average commute times) use shades of blue to identify the 
range of values into which the estimate for each tract fits. We typically 
display these ranges in five categories, noting the estimate for Seattle 
as a whole alongside the legend to make it easier to discern how neighborhoods are doing in 
comparison with the city as a whole.  

The Race and Social Equity (RSE) Index. hǳǊ Ƴŀƛƴ ǘƻƻƭ ŦƻǊ ǇŜǊŦƻǊƳƛƴƎ ǘƘƛǎ ŀƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ƛǎ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
RSE Index. This index combines data on race, ethnicity, and related demographics with data on 
socioeconomic and health disadvantages to identify where marginalized populations make up 
relatively large proportions of neighborhood residents. Figure 2 presents map of RSE Index. 

Our report refers to census tracts in the two highest priority/disadvantaged quintiles of the RSE 
LƴŘŜȄ ŀǎ άwŀŎŜ ŀƴŘ {ƻŎƛŀƭ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ όw{9ύ ǇǊƛƻǊƛǘȅ ŀǊŜŀǎΦέ4 In the reference map, maroon identifies 
tracts with the highest level of priority and disadvantage, while brown denotes the second highest 
level; together the tracts in maroon and brown make up the RSE priority areas. 

Analysis of proximity-oriented indicators ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ άŎƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅέ ŀƴŘ άǘǊŀƴǎǇƻǊǘŀǘƛƻƴέ ǘƘŜƳŜǎ 
include charts summarizing how the RSE priority areas are doing on the indicator relative to the 
middle and lowest priority areas in the RSE Index. In the reference map, the tracts in the middle 
range (or quintile) of the index are shown in pale yellow. The tracts within the two lowest levels of 
priority/disadvantage are shown in turquoise and blue; when referring to the άlowest priority 
areas,έ we are describing tracts in these two quintiles of the RSE Index. 

The RSE Index was designed as a basic tool that can be used along with other information to 
design programs, assess equity, and prioritize investments based on neighborhoods where RSJI 
priority populations live. The RSE Index complements other mapped indices that the City has 
developed, including the Displacement Risk and the Access to Opportunity indices that were 
originally created to inform the Growth Strategy set forth in the Seattle 2035 Comprehensive 
Plan.5   

άtƭŀŎŜ aŀǘǘŜǊǎ ςDecades of research 
have shown that where you live impacts 
your health and your life 
opportunitiesτincluding your ability to 
ǇŀǊǘƛŎƛǇŀǘŜ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΦΧ 

Lƴ ŀƴ ŜǉǳƛǘŀōƭŜ ŜŎƻƴƻƳȅΣ ŀ ŎƘƛƭŘΩǎ ǊŀŎŜΣ 
class, or zip code would no longer 
predict his or her health, success at 
school, or adult income. Place-based 
strategies that make distressed 
neighborhoods more opportunity-rich 
(with high-quality housing, public 
transportation, thriving businesses, 
walkable and safe streets, services, 
retail, etc.) are integral to building an 
equity-ŘǊƛǾŜƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ƳƻŘŜƭΦέ 

 τPolicyLink, !ƳŜǊƛŎŀΩǎ ¢ƻƳƻǊǊƻǿΥ 
Equity is the Superior Growth Model  

https://www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/Equitygrowthmodelpolicylink.pdf
https://www.racialequitytools.org/resourcefiles/Equitygrowthmodelpolicylink.pdf
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Figure 2 

Race and Social Equity (RSE) Index 

 

 

  

Sources: RSE Index developed by City of Seattle OPCD based on estimates from the 2012-2016 5-year ACS, U.S. Census Bureau; 2014 and 2015 estimates 
published in the U.S. CDCΩs ά500 Cities Project;έ 2011-2015 averages from the Washington Tracking Network, Washington State Dept. of Health; and 
estimates from Public Health ς Seattle & King County. 

Notes: OPCD developed the RSE Index and updates it periodically to inform equitable development efforts and other RSJI-related work at the City. The RSE 
Index map is available as a PDF. The index can also be accessed on ArcGIS Online and SeattleGeoData (open data). Contact: diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov.  

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/AboutSeattle/Race%20and%20Social%20Equity%20Index%20Map%202018.pdf
https://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/Minimalist/index.html?appid=764b5d8988574644b61e644e9fbe30d1
http://data-seattlecitygis.opendata.arcgis.com/datasets/racial-and-social-equity-composite-index
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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Using the RSE Index, we assess equity 
across neighborhoods by looking to see if 
the indicators are as favorableτor as 
concerningτfor RSE priority areas as they 
are for other neighborhoods in the city.  

As illustrated in the bottom panel of 
Figure 3, in the neighborhood maps for 
the indicators we use gold cross-hatching 
to identify census tracts in RSE priority 
areas. 

For convenience, we overlay the names 
of Community Reporting Areas on most 
indicator maps to identify general 
neighborhoods.6 

Important considerations for viewing 
and using neighborhood findings 

The patterns found in these 

neighborhood analyses provide important 

insights and allow us to evaluate the 

general equity landscape for each  

indicator. When thinking about 

implications of these analyses, it is also 

important to consider the following.  

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

¶ While the RSE Index and most of the community indicators are summarized at the census tract-
level, it is important to keep in mind that disparities in outcomes also exist within census 
tracts. This is, for example, commonly the case within census tracts that border shorelines; in 
these tracts, affluent residents often tend to live on blocks that are near the water or have 
sweeping views while less affluent residents live on blocks without these amenities.7 

¶ Census tracts vary somewhat in their number of residents and vary a great deal in the amount 
of land they cover. Small census tracts with high-density housing can have as many or more 
people than large tracts with lower-density housing, non-residential zoning, or large parks. 

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

¶ Finally, we must be thoughtful in identifying impliŎŀǘƛƻƴǎ ƻŦ ǘƘƛǎ ǊŜǇƻǊǘΩǎ ŦƛƴŘƛƴƎǎ ƛƴ ƭƛƎƘǘ ƻŦ 
displacement processes that have already pushed out marginalized people and that continue 
to place pressure on communities. More context follows on displacement processes and shifts 
in the racial and ethnic makeup of neighborhoods and the city as a whole. 

  

Gold cross-
hatching 

highlights the 
census tracts the 

RSE priority 
areas, which 

correspond with 
the two highest 
quintiles in the 

RSE Index: 

 

Neighborhood-
level analysis of 

community 
indicators 

focuses on how 
the RSE priority 
areas are faring.  

 

 
 

Figure 3 
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Future monitoring reports to include Access to Parks and Open Space 

Along with community centers, libraries, and grocery stores, community members commonly 
mentioned parks when asked what is most important to have within a neighborhood. OPCD and 
Seattle Parks and Recreation are developing a new measure of access to parks and open space 
that will be included in future monitoring. 

Notes on Data Sources Used for the Community Indicators 

Data for the community indicators come from a variety of sources. In selecting sources, we 
prioritized publicly available sources that produce high-quality data likely to be updated on an 
ongoing basis. As noted previously, the data used to analyze the indicators pre-date the COVID-19 
pandemic. 

{ƻƳŜ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ǎǳǊǾŜȅǎ όƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ .ǳǊŜŀǳΩǎ !ƳŜǊƛŎŀƴ /ƻƳƳǳƴƛǘȅ 
Survey, the source we use most), and some tap administrative datasets (e.g., data on public 
transit service or City-run community centers). Some indicators rely on a combination of sources.  

Time periods reflected in the data vary due to several factors including differences in release 
schedules and the data available when we performed the analysis. With some indicators, we 
needed to use data pooled over several years to get the detail required to report findings by 
race/ethnicity and by neighborhood.  

CƻǊ ŜŀŎƘ ƛƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊΣ ǘƘŜ άIƻǿ ²Ŝ aŜŀǎǳǊŜΧέ ǎŜŎǘƛƻƴ ōǊƛŜŦƭȅ ŘŜǎŎǊƛōŜǎ ǘƘŜ ǎǇŜŎƛŦƛŎ Řŀǘŀ ǎƻǳǊŎŜόǎύ 
we used along with basic notes on how we did the analysis. Appendix B provides details on the 
approach we used with the American Community Survey data. 

Appendix C lists sources and provides a preliminary update schedule for all of the Community 
Indicators of Equitable Development. 

Collaboration to Improve and Refine t he Community Indicators 

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

While practicality necessitates that we use readily available data for most indicators in the 
monitoring program, such data leave large gaps in understanding. To provide a more complete 
picture, we ǿƛƭƭ ŜȄǇƭƻǊŜ Ƙƻǿ ǘƘŜ 95at ŎƻǳƭŘ ƳƻǊŜ Ŧǳƭƭȅ ƛƴǘŜƎǊŀǘŜ ƳŀǊƎƛƴŀƭƛȊŜŘ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ own 
observations of what is happening in their communities. The importance of integrating andτ 
resourcingτcommunity-based participatory research was one of the most common themes in the 
feedback that community leaders and practitioners provided on designing the monitoring 
program.  

Several City departments including the Office of Civil Rights (OCR) have undertaken or are 
beginning monitoring efforts focused on advancing race and social equity. OPCD will coordinate 
ǿƛǘƘ h/w ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ ŘŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘǎ ǎƻ ǘƘŀǘ ǿŜ Ŏŀƴ ƭŜǾŜǊŀƎŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻǘƘŜǊΩǎ ǿƻǊƪΦ Lƴ ŀŘŘƛǘƛƻƴ ǘƻ 
sharing data and analysis, we will work together to articulate the intended role of each 
monitoring effort.  
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Context: Changes in the Racial and Ethnic Composition of Seattle 

and Its Neighborhoods  

This report is designed to furnish insights into the state of equity for existing residents and 
neighborhoods and to provide a baseline for ongoing monitoring. Findings from this report need 
to be interpreted and acted upon with awareness of dramatic shifts that have occurred in the 
racial and ethnic make-up of neighborhoods. 

The population of color in Seattle has grown from comprising roughly one-fourtƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 
population in 1990 to making up over a third of the population currently, with Asian and 
HƛǎǇŀƴƛŎκ[ŀǘƛƴƻ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘ ǎǳōǎǘŀƴǘƛŀƭƭȅ ƻǳǘǇŀŎƛƴƎ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƎǊƻǿǘƘΦ 
¢ƘŜ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ǿƘƻ ŀǊŜ ŦƻǊŜƛƎƴ ōƻǊƴ has increased, with the number of 
immigrants from Asia and from Africa growing particularly quickly.  

At tƘŜ ǎŀƳŜ ǘƛƳŜΣ ǘƘŜ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ .ƭŀŎƪ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ŘŜŎǊŜŀǎŜŘ ŀǎ ŀ ǎƘŀǊŜ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴΦ 
While the share of residents who are people of color has been increasing in much of the city, the 
opposite has been happening in the Central Area and parts of southeast Seattle. In the Central 
Area, Blacks went from being close to 60 percent of the population in 1990 to less than a quarter 
of the population more recently.  This is a continuation of a longer trend that began in the 1970s. 
Many community members we spoke with in these and other areas of the city described ongoing 
or newly intensified displacement pressure associated with increasing housing costs. 

A broader geographic view of recent decades finds that the population of color has grown more 
rapidly in the remainder of King Countyτparticularly in lower-cost areas to the south and 
southeast of Seattleτthan in Seattle itself. This is, in important part, a signal that marginalized 
populations are having difficulty remaining in, and moving to, Seattle.  

As the Equitable Development Monitoring Program moves forward to track changes in the 
community indicators, it will be essential to account for continued displacement pressures and 
shifting demographics. Displacement risk monitoring will provide a greater understanding of 
displacement pressures to help the City better respond to prevent and mitigate displacement.  

Accessing this Report and Ongoing Updates on the EDMP Website 

The 2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report is available online on ht/5Ωǎ new 
monitoring website. Reporting on the Indicators of Heightened Displacement Risk is being 
launched simultaneously with the Community Indicators report.  OPCD will update data for both 
sets of indicators on a periodic, ongoing basis. 

Reporting on the Displacement Indicators is presented using a dashboard format. Going forward, 
we are planning to apply a similar format for updating the Community Indicators.  

Along with reporting on the two sets of indicators, the monitoring website links to information on 
neighborhood demographic change to provide context vital for interpreting monitoring findings 
and gauging progress in advancing race and social equity. 

For More Information  

For further information or to make suggestions on the community indicators or the broader 
Equitable Development Monitoring Program, readers can contact Diana Canzoneri, Demographer 
& Strategic Advisor, Office of Planning & Community Development, at 
diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov. 

  

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/Demographics/communityindicatorsreport2020.pdf
https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/indicator-projects
https://population-and-demographics-seattlecitygis.hub.arcgis.com/pages/displacement-risk
mailto:diana.canzoneri@seattle.gov
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COMMUNITY INDICATORS   
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Home  

The indicators we are tracking: 

¶ Homeownership 

¶ Housing Cost Burdens  

¶ Affordability and Availability of Rental Housing  

¶ Family-Size Rental Housing 

¶ Rent- and Income-Restricted Housing 
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Homeownership  

Key Findings 

¶ In Seattle, about half of the households with White householders 
own their home; people of color are much less likely to own their 
home.  

¶ Homeownership rates for Native Americans, Blacks, Pacific 
Islanders, and Hispanics/Latinos are all under 30 percent.  

¶ Low-income households have low rates of homeownership; 
furthermore, low-income households who are homeowners may 
need help staying in their homes.  

o Even among low-income households, there are substantial 
racial and ethnic disparities in homeownership rates.  

o A concentration of low-income homeowner households is 
present in southeast Seattle.  

Why This Matters 

Owning a home is the most common way for households to build 
and pass on wealth. Financial equity in a home is also an asset that 
households can use to access additional pathways to opportunity. 
Reduced chances for people of color to access and sustain homeownership have added to an 
intergenerational legacy of diminished economic prospects as described in the text box on the 
following page.8, 9  

hǿƴƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ƛǎ ƎŜƴŜǊŀƭƭȅ ŀǎǎƻŎƛŀǘŜŘ ǿƛǘƘ ƎǊŜŀǘŜǊ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǎǘŀōƛƭƛǘȅ ǘƘŀƴ ǊŜƴǘƛƴƎΦ Research 
has found that in gentrifying neighborhoods, homeowners are about half as likely to be displaced 
as are renters.10  

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole  
Based on a special tabulation of American Community Survey (ACS) data, about 46 percent of 
households in Seattle own the home in which they live, with homeownership markedly less 
common for households of color and low-income households. (Figure 4.) 

¶ About 35 percent of households of color own their home.  

¶ Roughly a quarter of households with a low income 
(i.e., at or below 80% of Area Median Income) are 
homeowners.  

We use the special tabulation of ACS data (called 
ά/I!{έ Řŀǘŀύ because it allows us to report on 
homeownership rates in more detail than possible 
with the regular ACS estimates.  

The most recent ACS estimates available do not show 
clear trends in overall homeownership rates since the 
2011-2015 period represented in the CHAS data.11 

 

  

46.1%

34.6%

25.9%

Households 
Overall

Households 
of Color

Low-Income 
Households

Homeownership Rates 

Source: 2011-2015 ACS5-Year "CHAS" (Comprehensive Housing 
Affordability Strategy) estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and U.S. Dept. of 
Housing and Urban Development (HUD).

Notes: Race/ethnicity of households refers to that of the householder. 

Definitions: 

Homeownership rateτThe 
percentage of households who own 
the home in which they live. 

Low-income householdsτThose who 
have incomes no higher than 80% of 
Area Median Income (AMI) as 
calculated and adjusted for household 
size by the U.S. Department of Housing 
& Urban Development. (In 2015, 80% 
of AMI for a three-person family was 
$59,250; and in 2020 it is $85,750.) 

Household race and ethnicityτThe 
Census Bureau classifies race and 
ethnicity of households based on 
characteristics of the householder 
even though households can contain 
people of different races/ethnicities.  
(The householder is a person in whose 
name the home is owned or rented.) 

 

Figure 4 
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Deep disparities in homeownership rates exist by race and ethnicity. (Figure 5.)12  

¶ While more than half (51%) of White households are homeowners, homeownership is 
uncommon for most groups of color. Hispanics/Latinos, Native Americans, and Blacks have 
homeownership rates below 30 percent and oǿƴƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ƛǎ ŜǾŜƴ ƳƻǊŜ ƻŦ a rarity for 
Pacific Islanders.  

¶ Among low-income households, owning a home is more than twice as common for Whites and 
Asians than for other groups.  

Differences between racial, ethnic, and origin sub -groups  

Looking at 2011-2015 ACS data in detail unmasks disparities in the 
experience of individual population subgroups. For example: 

¶ OǿƴƛƴƎ ƻƴŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜ ƛǎ common for Japanese and Taiwanese 
households but rare among Cambodian and Laotian households.  

¶ About 31 percent of households with a U.S.-born Black householder 
own the home in which they live; the same is true for only 10 percent 
of households with a Black immigrant householder. 

Disaggregated estimates for additional subgroups can be found in 
tƻƭƛŎȅ[ƛƴƪκt9w9Ωǎ bŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ !ǘƭŀǎ. 

Declines in Black homeownership  rates 

Since 2000 there has been a drastic decline in homeownership among 
U.S.-born Blacks in Seattle, with most of this drop occurring since 2010. 
Comparing estimates from the 2000 Census and the 2011-2015 ACS 
ǎƘƻǿǎ ŀ ŘŜŎƭƛƴŜ ƛƴ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ƻǾŜǊŀƭƭ ƘƻƳŜƻǿƴŜrship rate of 3 
percentage points (from 49% to 46%). During the same period, there 
was an even larger percentage point decline for U.S.-born Blacks (from 
40% to 31%).  

As a Washington Post article from February 2019 documents, the 

άheartbreaking decrease in black homeownershipέ ƛǎ ǿƛŘŜǎǇread, with 

ŀ Ƙƻǎǘ ƻŦ ŎŀǳǎŜǎ ƛƴŎƭǳŘƛƴƎ ƭƛƴƎŜǊƛƴƎ ŜŦŦŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ DǊŜŀǘ wŜŎŜǎǎƛƻƴΩǎ 

foreclosure crisis, continued discrimination in lending, rising student 

loan debts, and various barriers that confront would-be first-time 

buyers in expensive markets. 

50.7%

23.7% 22.3%

45.0%

7.7%

33.4%

26.5%

34.6%
29.5%

14.3%
9.8%

31.4%

0.0%

17.8%

10.7%

20.4%

White Black Native 
American

Asian Pacific 
Islander

Multiracial 
or other

Hispanic 
or Latino

Households 
of Color

Homeownership Rates by Race/Ethnicity

Among All Households Among Low-Income Households

Households of Color

Source: ACS 5-Year CHAS estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD.

Notes: Race/ethnicity refers to that of the householder. ACS estimates are based on a sample and may be unreliable for small population groups.

Figure 5 

Legacy of inequityτFor much of the 
last century, discriminatory practices 
including redlining and racially 
restrictive covenants excluded people of 
ŎƻƭƻǊ ŦǊƻƳ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ άŘŜǎƛǊŀōƭŜέ 
neighborhoods and made it very 
difficult for people of color to purchase 
homes. 

aƻǊŜ ǊŜŎŜƴǘƭȅΣ ǇǊŜŘŀǘƻǊȅ ƭŜƴŘŜǊǎΩ 
targeting of communities of color led 
these communities to bear the brunt of 
the foreclosure crisis in the wake of the 
2007 to 2009 Great Recession. 

People of color continue to confront 
enormous barriers to becoming 
homeowners. As of 2018, the median 
sales price for a condominium in Seattle 
was roughly 10 times the median 
ƛƴŎƻƳŜ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ .ƭŀŎƪ ŦŀƳƛƭƛŜǎ ŀƴŘ 
ŀōƻǳǘ т ǘƛƳŜǎ ǘƘŀǘ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ [ŀǘƛƴȄ 
families, with single-family homes even 
further out of reach. (In comparison, the 
median priced condominium sold for 
about 4 times the median income for all 
families in Seattle.) 

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

Another topic of concern is the difficulty that  young adults have 
experienced, and continue to confront, in becoming homeowners. 
Compared with young adults of previous generations, Millennials are 
not as likely to own a home. Furthermore, Millennials  who are 
homeowners have generally transitioned from renting to owning 
later if life than young adults in previous generations did. 

This is, in part linked to the especially sharp decline in young adult 
homeownership rates in the wake of the Great Recession. As of 2018, 
within the city of Seattle, just 22 percent of Millennial householders 
(age 22 to 37 at the time) were homeowners; before the Great 
Recession, the homeownership rate among 22- to 37-year-olds had 
been 32 percent.13,14  

More Millennials have become homeowners in recent years, and the 
extremely low mortgage rates of 2020 have reportedly increased in 
the pace at which Seattle-area residents of that generation are taking 
out home loans.15 However, many Millennials and other young adults 
face formidable barriers to homeownership.  The accompanying text 
box describes some of these barriers.16  

What the Data Show in Seattleõs Neighborhoods 

The map for this indicator, presented in Figure 6, shows 
homeownership rates by census tract. 

Gold hatching highlights census tracts identified as Race and Social 
Equity (RSE) priority areas based on the RSE Index described in the 
introduction to this report.  

Homeownership rates vary widely across Seattle. 

¶ Homeownership rates are generally the highest where single-
family homes are prevalent and incomes high (e.g., census tracts in 
North Beach, Magnolia, in and around Wedgewood, Montlake, and 
Leschi, some tracts in West Seattle, and Seward Park in Southeast 
Seattle).  

¶ Homeownership rates are low in and around downtown where substantially denser housing 
predominates. 

¶ Most tracts in RSE priority areas have homeownership rates that are disproportionately low 
relative to the city as a whole. 

The inset map in Figure 7 adds dots to symbolize the percentage of total households in each tract 
who are low-income homeowners. While generally a small share of all households, low-income 
homeowner households are more concentrated in southeast Seattle. Targeted anti-displacement 
efforts may be needed to help these homeowners stay in their homes.  

Homeownership challenges faced by 
young adultsτ As found in the Urban 
LƴǎǘƛǘǳǘŜΩǎ нлму άMillennial 
Homeownershipέ ǊŜǇƻǊǘ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
studies, some of the key barriers young, 
would-be homebuyers have faced in 
recent years include historically high 
student loan debts and tightened credit 
for home loans. In Seattle and similar 
housing markets increasingly geared to 
higher-income buyers, insufficient 
supplies of starter homes and soaring 
rents have also made saving for a down 
payment particularly difficult.  

For Black and brown young adults, these 
difficulties are compounded, with one 
factor being the limited resources that 
older relatives tend to have available for 
helping out with down payments. 

Now, the economic uncertainty and lost 
earnings associated with the COVID-19 
pandemic are likely placing a hold on 
the homeownership aspirations of many 
households.  

Past recessions indicate that the groups 
of adult workers most impacted by 
unemployment during economic 
downturns include those starting their 
careers, Blacks, Hispanics, and people 
without a college degree. In addition to 
ŀŦŦŜŎǘƛƴƎ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ǇǊƻǎǇŜŎǘǎ ƻŦ ōǳȅƛƴg a 
home, reduced wages and 
unemployment also increase risks of 
foreclosure.  

https://www.urban.org/research/publication/millennial-homeownership
https://www.urban.org/research/publication/millennial-homeownership
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How We Measure Homeownership Rates 

The main estimates we present for this indicator ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ ά/I!{έ (Comprehensive Housing 
Affordability Strategy) data, a special tabulation of five-year ACS estimates that HUD obtains from 
the Census Bureau and publishes on an annual basis to help communities understand housing 
needs.  

The ACS CHAS data are the best readily available data for analyzing homeownership by AMI-based 
incomes and race/ethnicity. We use the 2011-2015 CHAS estimates because they were the most 
recent available at the time of our analysis. The data we present on homeownership among low-
income households is for households with incomes no higher than 80% of AMI as calculated and 
adjusted by household size by HUD.  

Additional Considerations 

The relative lack of diversity in the types of ownership housing available in Seattle plays a 
significant role in constraining homeownership opportunities and creating disparities in housing 
access by race, income, and neighborhood.  

Although single-family detached houses are the most expensive form of housing, these homes 
make up much more of the ownership housing stock in Seattle than do other forms of housing 
such as duplexes, townhouses, and condominiums. As described ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ нлмф Housing Choices 
Background Report: 

άWhile recent efforts like the implementation of Mandatory Housing Affordability have 
started to change this situation, most Seattle land zoned for housing allows only detached 
housŜǎΧΦThis creates a very high financial bar for entry into many Seattle neighborhoods and 
disproportionately limits housing access for low-income households and people of color.έ 

  

http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/HousingChoicesBackgroundReport.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/HousingChoices/HousingChoicesBackgroundReport.pdf
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Figure 6 

Homeownership Rates 
  

Sources: ACS 2011-2015 5-Year CHAS estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD. RSE Index, City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development. 
(OPCD) 

Notes: ACS estimates are based on a sample and can carry large margins of error at a neighborhood level.  

Figure 7 

 
(general neighborhood) 

 

RSE Priority Areas* 

 Other Census Tracts 

Homeownership Rate 

 3.1% up to 30.0% 

 30.0% up to 46.1% 

 46.1% up to 55.0% 

 55.0% up to 70.0% 

 70.0% up to 94.8% 

 

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

Seattle as a 
whole:46.1% 
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Housing Cost Burden s 

Key Findings 

¶ In Seattle, over two-thirds of low-income households are housing 
cost burdened, almost twice the rate for households overall. 

¶ Housing cost burdens are disproportionately shouldered by people of 
color. 

o Roughly half of Native American, Black, and Pacific Islander 
households are cost burdened. 

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

¶ Housing cost burdens are more prevalent in Race and Social Equity 
(RSE) priority areas than in other parts of the city. At the same time, 
low-incomes households have high rates of cost burden regardless of 
where they live. 

Why This Matters 

Housing is the single largest expense for most households. Households with unaffordable housing 
costs, particularly those who have low incomes, may not have enough money left over to pay for 
other basic needs or make investments in things like college that can improve their long-term 
economic well-being. 

To avoid or reduce cost burdens, households commonly make tradeoffs. This often means living 
further away from work to better afford housing although doing so increases the time and money 
they must spend commuting. Low-income households with unaffordable housing costs are 
especially vulnerable to displacement.  

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole 

Per the 2011-2015 American Community Survey (ACS) CHAS data, about 35 percent of Seattle 
households are housing cost burdened and roughly 15 percent are severely housing cost 
burdened.  

As shown in Figure 8, shouldering 
unaffordable housing costs is nearly 
twice as common for low-income 
households (i.e., those with incomes 
at or below 80% of Area Median 
Income) as for households overall:  

¶ Roughly two thirds of low-income 
households are cost burdened. 

¶ More than one third of low-
income households are severely 
cost burdened.17  

Roughly forty-two percent of 
households of color are cost 
burdened, with twenty-one percent 
severely cost burdened.  

15.3%

36.6%
20.8%

19.7%

31.5%

21.4%

Households 
Overall

Low-Income 
Households 
όҖ ул҈ ƻŦ !aLύ

Households 
of Color

Share
of

households

Prevalence of Housing Cost Burdens

Ҕ ол҈ ōǳǘ Җ рл҈

> 50%

Source: CHAS tabulation of 2011-2015 ACS 5-year estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD. 

Notes: ACS estimates are based on a sample. Sources do not calculate the percentage of 
income spent on housing for households with zero or negative income, which comprise 1.5% 
of total households, 3.9% of  low-income households, and 2.9% of households of color.

Percent of Income 
Spenton Housing

35.0%

68.1%

42.2%

Definitions: 

A household is άhousing Ŏƻǎǘ ōǳǊŘŜƴŜŘέ 
if it spends more than 30 percent of its 
income on housing, and άǎŜǾŜǊŜƭȅ 
housing Ŏƻǎǘ ōǳǊŘŜƴŜŘέ if it spends 
more than 50 percent.  

Housing costs for renters include 
contract rent and basic utilities; and for 
owners include any mortgage payments, 
basic utilities, property taxes and 
insurance, and other certain other 
expenses such as condominium fees.  

Low-income households are households 
with incomes at or below 80% of AMI. 
(See low-income definition provided 
with previous indicator.) 

Figure 8 
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As shown in Figure 9, paying more than a household can afford for housing is disproportionately 
common for every group of color: 

¶ Housing cost burdens are most prevalent among Native American, Black, and Pacific Islander 
population groups; roughly half of these households pay too much for housing.  

¶ Of particular concern, an estimated 27 percent of Black households are paying more than half 
of their income for housing.  

 

 

Prevalence of housing cost burden  among  renters and owners  

Being housing cost burdened is more common for renters than homeowners (about 42 percent of 
renter households are cost burdened compared with 26 percent of owner households). The 
difference is largely related to renters being more likely than owners to have low incomes. 

Large majorities of very-low income households (that is, households with incomes of 0-50% of 
AMI) are shouldering cost burdens regardless of whether they rent or own.18  

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

ACS estimates published directly by the Census Bureau provide information on what has 
happened with housing cost burdens between the five-year period reflected in the 2011 to 2015 
estimates above and the year 2018. 

¶ The 2018 ACS data suggest that the overall percentage of Seattle households who are cost 
burdened did not rise during that time despite increased housing costs, with one likely reason 
being the expansion in the share of households with high incomes. The lack of an increase in 
the share of Seattle households who are cost burdened may also reflect lower income 
households being priced out of the city. 

¶ While the share of ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ households who are housing cost burdened does not appear to 
have grown, the 2018 ACS indicates that the total number of cost-burdened households did 
increase.19  

 

  

Figure 9 

13.2%

26.8%
19.6% 18.3%

22.8% 21.9% 18.4% 20.8%

19.0%

24.9%
32.4%

19.1%

25.3%
19.9%

22.2% 21.4%

White Black Native
American

Asian Pacific 
Islander

Multiracial 
or other

Hispanic 
or Latino

Households 
of Color

Share of 
House-
holds

Prevalence of Housing Cost Burdens By Race and Ethnicity

Ҕ ол҈ ōǳǘ Җ рл҈

> 50%

CHAS tabulation of 2011-2015 ACS 5-Year Estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD. 

Notes: Race/ethnicity refers to householder. ACS estimates are based on a sample and may be unreliable for small population groups. 
Percentage of income spend on housing not  calculated for households with zero or negative income

40.6%
32.2%

51.7% 48.2%52.1%

37.5%
41.8%

Households of Color

Percent of IncomeSpenton Housing

42.2%
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What the Data Show in Seattleõs Neighborhoods 

The map in Figure 10 shows the share of households within each census tract who are housing 
cost burdened. North of the ship canal, housing cost burdens are most prevalent in and around 
Northgate, Haller Lake, and the University District. South of the ship canal, housing cost burdens 
are most common in Capitol Hill and the Central area, much of Downtown, and in large swaths of 
south Seattle neighborhoods including High Point, South Park, and most of southeast Seattle.  

The large majority of census tracts in RSE priority areas have higher rates of housing cost burden 
than the city as a whole, reflecting the lower incomes in RSE priority areas.  

While the prevalence of housing cost burden varies by neighborhood, low-income households 
tend to be cost-burdened regardless of where they live. Within ŀƭƳƻǎǘ ŀƭƭ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 
neighborhoods, most low-income households in the neighborhood are cost burdened.20  

  

Income loss and housing insecurity in the wake of COVID-мфΩǎ ŀǊǊƛǾŀƭτThe ACS data presented on 
cost-burdened households and race-based disparities predate the COVID-19 pandemic and its 
reverberations.  

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

¢ƘŜ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ .ǳǊŜŀǳ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŦƛŜƭŘƛƴƎ ŀ ǎǇŜŎƛŀƭ ǿŜŜƪƭȅ ǎǳǊǾŜȅ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ǘƘŜ άHousehold Pulse Surveyέ ƛƴ 
the midst of the pandemic. Responses indicate that nearly half of adults in the Seattle-Tacoma-
Bellevue Metro Area are in a household where someone has experienced a loss of employment 
income since the pandemic began. Many in our metro area report that they have delayed making rent 
and housing payments. July responses to the survey indicate: 

¶ 18 percent of mortgage holders of colorτcompared to 6 percent of their White counterpartsτ
either missed their June mortgage payment or had it deferred, and  

¶ 34 percent of renters of colorτcompared to 9 percent of White rentersτeither missed their June 
rent payment or had it deferred.  

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

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

eviction crisis, risks to rentersτparticularly those of colorτloom large. Based on research findings 
reported in The COVID-19 Eviction Crisis (August 2020), a large group of advocates and academics are 
warning thatτwithout a vast federal outlay of emergency rental assistanceτtens of millions of people 
across the county will be at risk of losing their home when eviction moratoria expire. 

Emergency housing assistance during the pandemicτWith the coronavirus pandemic upending 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƭƛǾŜƭƛƘƻƻŘǎΣ more households need help to weather the crisis and stay in their home.  

¶ ¢ƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ άRenting in Seattleέ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ƻƴ ŜǾƛŎǘƛƻƴ ƳƻǊŀǘƻǊƛŀ ŀƴŘ ƻǘƘŜǊ 
measures aimed at protecting renters having difficulty making rent payments.  

¶ The hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ IƻǳǎƛƴƎΩǎ ǿŜōǎƛǘŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜǎ ƛƴŦormation on ongoing programs to help both renters and 
prospective and current homeowners and includes a compilation of COVID-19 Resources for 
Affordable Housing Providers and Residents. 

¶ Many of these programsτand othersτare featured on Affordable Seattle, a City webpage to help 
residents find resources and assistance for which they may be eligible. 

https://www.census.gov/householdpulsedata
https://nlihc.org/sites/default/files/The_Eviction_Crisis_080720.pdf
http://www.seattle.gov/affordable
https://www.seattle.gov/housing/homeowners
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/covid19
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/covid19
https://www.affordableseattle.org/
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How We Measure Housing Cost Burden 

Based on the standard used by HUDτwhich is also the most commonly used standard in broader 
circlesτ we consider a household to be housing cost burdened if it spends more than 30 percent 
of its income on housing. !ƭǎƻΣ ǇŜǊ I¦5Ωǎ ǎǘŀƴŘŀǊŘǎΣ ǿŜ ŎƻƴǎƛŘŜǊ ŀ ƘƻǳǎŜƘƻƭŘ ǘƻ ōŜ severely 
housing cost burdened if it spends more than 50 percent of its income on housing. Data used to 
calculate cost burdens are collected at the household-level; a household is comprised of all 
persons occupying a housing unit.21 

As described in the definition provided earlier, for renters, the costs included in the calculation 
are contract rent plus basic utilities. (Contract rent refers to the monthly rent the tenant 
household is paying under an existing lease.) For owners, the costs include mortgage payments, 
utilities, insurance on the property, real estate taxes, and fees such as those paid to condominium 
associations. 

As with the indicator on homeownership, we use the CHAS special tabulation of ACS data as the 
main data source for our analysis because the CHAS data provide the most readily available detail 
by race and by AMI-based income levels. The CHAS tabulation from the 2011-2015 five-year ACS 
data comprised the most recent CHAS data available at the time we performed these analyses.  

We use 1-year ACS estimates directly from the Census Bureau to provide a general sense of more 
recent city-level trends in the prevalence of housing cost burdens. (While these ACS estimates are 
available with less of a lag, they use slightly different thresholds in reporting housing costs as a 
percentage of income.22) 

Additional Considerations 

In reality, the percentage of income that a household can afford for 
housing varies. Those with extremely low incomes and very low 
incomes likely struggle with spending even 30 percent of their income 
on housing. The same can be true of households with large expenses 
besides housing, such as expenses related to childcare, student loans, 
medical care, or eldercare. 

Furthermore, ACS estimates about cost-burdened households do not 
account for the needs and struggles of individuals and families 
experiencing homelessness. The ά/ƻǳƴǘ ¦ǎ Lƴέ point-in-time count, 
conducted in January of 2020 estimated that there were roughly 11,750 
persons at that time experiencing homelessness in Seattle and the 
remainder of King County. This is an increase of nearly 5 percent from 
the previous January. The 2020 count estimated a population of almost 
8,200 persons experiencing homeless within Seattle. 

A survey is conducted with a random sample of persons experiencing 
homelessness as part of the ά/ƻǳƴǘ ¦ǎ Lƴέ process. Based on detailed 
analysis of survey findings available in the 2019 report, many 
marginalized population groups are disproportionately represented 
among people without homes. See sidebar for examples.23  

The 2020 άCount Us Inέ Report is available online on the King County Regional Homelessness 
!ǳǘƘƻǊƛǘȅΩǎ website along with additional data used to understand the scope of homelessness and 
inform planning for homeless services. 

  

People experiencing homelessness are 
not included in ACS estimates on 
housing cost-burdened households.  

Based on the 2019 Count Us In survey, 
groups disproportionately represented 
within the population experiencing 
homelessness include:  

¶ men; 

¶ Black, American Indian/Alaskan 
Native, Pacific Islander, 
Hispanic/Latino, and multiracial 
individuals;  

¶ lesbian, gay, bisexual, transgender, 
queer, and other (LGBTQ+) persons;  

¶ people who had been in foster care; 
and  

¶ persons with physical disabilities, 
chronic substance use disorders, and 
severe mental health conditions. 

https://regionalhomelesssystem.org/king-county-point-in-time-count/
https://regionalhomelesssystem.org/measuring-homelessness/
https://regionalhomelesssystem.org/measuring-homelessness/
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Figure 10 

Housing Cost-Burdened Households  

  

Seattle: 35.0% 

  
  

 RSE Priority Areas* 

 Other Census Tracts 

Share of Households 
Who Are Cost Burdened 

 17.7% up to 25.0% 

 25.0% up to 30.0% 

 30.0% up to 35.0% 

 35.0% up to 40.0% 

 40.0% up to 62.0% 

 

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

Seattle as a  
whole: 35.0% 

Sources: ACS 2011-2015 5-Year CHAS estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD. RSE Index, City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development. 
(OPCD) 

Notes: ACS estimates are based on a sample and can carry large margins of error at a neighborhood level.  

 

A household is considered to be cost-
burdened if it spends more than 30 
percent of its income on housing. 
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Af fordability and Availability of Rental Housing  

Key Findings 

¶ Seattle has a shortage of rental housing affordable and available at 
all low-income levels: 30% of Area Median Income (AMI), 50% of 
AMI, and 80% of AMI.  

¶ The shortage is especially severe for households with extremely low 
incomes: there are only 32 affordable and available rental units for 
every 100 renter households with incomes at or below 30% of AMI.  

¶ In general, the share of rentals affordable with a low income is higher 
in Race and Social Equity (RSE) priority areas than elsewhere in the 
city. Low-income renters in these areas, and in other areas of the 
city, are at risk of being priced out as market-rate rents increase.  

Why This Matters 

The cost of housing ǊŜƭŀǘƛǾŜ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƛƴŎƻƳŜǎ is one of the most 
powerful determinants of who can live in Seattle. The same is true at a 
neighborhood level, with the affordability of housing affecting who is 
able to live within a close commute of work, who can live in the safest 
communities, and who has access to connections that improve 
socioeconomic prospects. 

Compared with Whites, people of color are disproportionately likely to 
rent and have low incomes. Overall, about 43 percent of Seattle 
households of color are low-income renters; the same is true for just 23 
percent of Seattle White households.24  

Nearly all the residents we spoke with to help shape this monitoring 
program cited housing affordability as a major challenge for their 
community.  

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole 

To gauge shortages confronting low-income renters, we start by 
comparing shares of households at or below low-income thresholds 
with the shares of renter-occupied units affordable to these 
households. (The affordability profile of rental housing is shown in 
Figure 11 on the following page.)  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

DŀǳƎƛƴƎ ǿƘŜǘƘŜǊ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǊŜƴǘŀƭ 
housing stock is sufficient to meet the 
needs of low-income households 
requires looking at both affordability 
and availability.  

Definition: Rental units that are 
άaffordable and availableέ with a low 
income are both affordable with a low 
income and not taken up by households 
in a higher income tier.  

Context on rental housing affordability 
and the pandemic: 

Seattle was the fastest growing city of 
the 50 most populous cities in the 
nation during the2010s; our city added 
residents at an especially fast pace 
between 2013 and 2018.  

Even though the number of housing 
units developed each year from 2013 
through the end of the decade 
ŀǇǇǊƻŀŎƘŜŘ ƻǊ ŜȄŎŜŜŘŜŘ ǘƘŜ ŎƛǘȅΩǎ 
historical highs, demand still 
outstripped development, driving up 
sales prices and rents at extraordinarily 
rapid rates. As demonstrated by the 
data presented for the previous 
indicator on housing cost burden, low-
income households, people of color, 
and renters disproportionately bear the 
hŀǊƳ ŦǊƻƳ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǎƘƻǊǘŀƎŜ ƻŦ 
affordable housing. 

The pandemic is now compounding this 
harm. The toll in lost jobs and reduced 
work hours associated with the 
pandemic has altered what many 
households can pay for housing.  

As shown in the twelfth week of 
rŜǎǇƻƴǎŜǎ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ /Ŝƴǎǳǎ .ǳǊŜŀǳΩǎ ƴŜǿ 
Household Pulse Survey, housing 
insecurity is hitting people of color, 
renters , and households in the lowest 
income brackets particularly hard. In the 
Seattle metro area one in three renters 
of colorτcompared with roughly one in 
ten White rentersτmissed their June 
2020 rent payment.  

https://www.census.gov/data/tables/time-series/demo/popest/2010s-total-cities-and-towns.html
https://www.census.gov/householdpulsedata
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We find that: 

¶ Just on-eighth (12%) of renter-
occupied units can be afforded with an 
income of 30% of AMI. However, a 
quarter of renter households have 
incomes at or below 30% of AMI.  

¶ About one-third (34%) of renter-
occupied units are affordable at 50% 
of AMI while 40 percent of renter 
households have incomes at or below 
50% of AMI.  

¶ Roughly two-thirds (66%) of renter-
occupied units are affordable at 80% 
of AMI. About 54 percent of renter 
households have incomes at or below 
80% of AMI.  

From these comparisons, we can see that 
there are shortages in rentals affordable 
at 30% of AMI and at 50% of AMI, but 
there appear to be sufficient units 
affordable at 80% of AMI.  

We now need to adjust for the fact that some rentals affordable at each of these three low-
income levels are actually occupied by households with incomes higher than these respective 
levels. Occupancy by higher income households renders these units unavailable to households 
within the respective lower income categories. (Unless units are income-restricted, households 
with higher incomes canτand often doτlive in them.25 ) 

After taking this into account, we find that in reality, supplies of rentals at 30% of AMI and at 50% 
of AMI are extremely short and that the supply at 80% of AMI is also insufficient to meet need.  As 
shown in Figure 12 on the following page: 

¶ Wide gaps exist at 30% of AMI and 50% of AMI, with ratios of: 

o only 32 affordable and available rental units for every 100 renter households with incomes at 
or below 30% of AMI, and  

o only 58 affordable and available units for every 100 renter households with incomes at or 
below 50% of AMI. 

¶ There are about 84 affordable and available rental units for every 100 renter households with 
incomes at or below 80% of AMI.  

11.6%

22.4%

32.5%

33.5%

Renter-Occupied 
Units

Share of
units 

affordable 
within 
income 
category

Affordability Levels of Renter-Occupied Housing

>80% of AMI

>50% of AMI but 
Җул҈ ƻŦ !aL

>30% of AMI but 
Җрл҈ ƻŦ !aL

Җол҈ ƻŦ !aL

Source: 2011-2015 5-Year ACS CHAS, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD.

Notes: The ACS does not distinguish between market-rate and income-restricted units. 
AMI refers to the Area Median Family Income calculated byHUD, with adjustments for 
household size and other factors, for the Seattle-Bellevue-Everett MetroDivision. Chart 
reflects renter-occupied units with complete kitchen and plumbing facilities.

Affordability Levels
Based on 

% of HUD AMI

34.0% of 
units 

affordable 
at 50% of 

AMI

66.5% of 
units 

affordable 
at 80% of 

AMI

Figure 11 



 

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report               Page | 34 
 

And yet, even these statistics underestimate unmet needs for affordability. 

¶ Although the affordability and availability methodology is widely used to model gaps between 
need and supply at low-income levels,26 the level of aggregation in the data masks some of the 
extent to which need exceeds supply.27  

¶ Additionally, the data on households used in this analysis are, by Census Bureau definitions, 
limited to persons who are housed. Given this, the estimated shortages do not factor in housing 
needed by people experiencing homelessness in Seattle. The January 2020 ά/ƻǳƴǘ ¦ǎ Lƴέ point-
in-time count estimated that more than 8,000 people in Seattle are experiencing 
homelessness.28 

¶ The analysis also excludes displaced households and other households who want to live in 
Seattle but reside in surrounding areas so they can afford housing.  

¶ Furthermore, the estimates aboveτwhich are based on 2011-2015 ACS CHAS dataτcapture 
only a portion of the extraordinary increase in rents that Seattle experienced beginning around 
2012.29  

Recent increases in rents 

The most recent data we have from the ACS, single-year data from 2018, indicate that median 
gross rent was roughly 35 percent higher in 2018 than it was in the five-year 2011-2015 period 
reflected aboveτand this is after adjusting for inflation.30  

Although more recent data available from other sources (e.g., Zillow, Apartment List, and CoStar) 
suggest that rent increases have moderated or stalled, the cumulative run-up in rents has placed 
more housing outside the reach of low- and moderate-income renters. While we lack data on the 
number of households displaced by rent increases, it is clear that rent increases have made it 
untenable for many households to continue renting in Seattle.  
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0-30% of AMI 0-50% of AMI 0-80% of AMI

Units 
per 
100 

Renter 
Households

Rental Housing Affordability and Availability

Affordable but not
available (rented by
households with
higher income)

Affordable and
available (rented by
households within
income range or
vacant and
affordable within
income range)

GAP: 68 
units per 
100 HHs 
(roughly 
27,500 
units)

GAP: 42 
units per 
100 HHs 
(roughly 
26,500 
units)

GAP: 16 
units per 
100 HHs 
(roughly 
14,000 
units)

Source: 2011-2015 5-Year ACS CHAS, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD.

Notes: Source does not distinguish between subsidized and market-rate units. AMI refers to the Area Median Family Income estimated by 
HUD, as adjusted for household size and other factors, for the Seattle-Bellevue-Everett Metro Division. Units without complete kitchen and 
plumbing facilities omitted.100 affordable and available units per 100 renter households represents balance between supply and demand.

Figure 12 

https://www.huduser.gov/portal/periodicals/cityscpe/vol16num1/ch17.pdf
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What the Data Show in Seattleõs Neighborhoods 

The Figure 13 map shows the shares of renter-occupied housing units in each census tract that 
are affordable with a low household income (i.e., an income at or below 80% of AMI ). The three 
deepest shades of blue indicate where the proportion of rentals affordable to low-income 
households is higher than in the city as a whole. 

As seen in the preceding άaffordability and availabilityέ analysis, a seemingly sufficient supply of 
rentals affordable at 80% of AMI can in fact represent a shortage because affordable market-rate 
rentals may be occupied by higher income households. The neighborhood-level estimates shown 
in the map do not account for unavailability   due to occupancy by higher-income households.  

¶ In general, the share of rentals affordable to low-income households is higher in RSE priority 
areas than elsewhere in the city. Affordable proportions are highest in Southeast Seattle; some 
West Seattle neighborhoods including High Point and South Park; and in some north-end 
neighborhoods. These communities are likely to face increased risk of economic displacement 
as rents increase.  

¶ In general, low-income renters face the greatest difficulty finding units they can afford in areas 
outside of RSE priority areas.  

¶ However, some RSE priority census tracts have lower than average proportions of units 
affordable at or below 80% of AMI. Several of these tracts are in gentrifying areas in and 
ŀǊƻǳƴŘ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ǇǊŜǾƛƻǳǎƭȅ ƳŀƧƻǊƛǘȅ-Black Central Area, where the number of Black residents 
has been shrinking for decades. High rents in and around the Central Area signal continuing 
displacement pressures.  

How We Measure the Affordability and Availability of Rental Housing 

We measure the affordability of rental units based on the income a household needs to afford 
gross rent (i.e., rent plus basic utilities). We consider a rental unit affordable at a given income 
level if gross rent is no more than 30 percent of the corresponding income limit.31  

We also look at whether there are enough rental units affordable and available to households at 
income thresholds of 30% of AMI, 50% of AMI, and 80% of AMI. Units affordable at each income 
level are also available at that level if they are vacant or occupied by a household with an income 
less than or equal to that threshold.32  The endnotes include a detailed description of how we 
calculate shortages of affordable and available rentals confronting households and how these 
shortages shrink as the analysis goes up the income scale.33 For reference, a table in the endnotes 
shows official HUD AMI-based income limits and corresponding affordable rents.34  

These analyses use the CHAS tabulation of five-year ACS data collected from 2011 to 2015. ACS 
data do not distinguish between rent- and income- restricted units and market-rate units; the 
units affordable at specified income levels may be of either type. Like the indicator on housing 
cost burdens, the affordability and availability indicator taps data on housing costs and incomes 
that the ACS collects from households, whichτaccording to the Census .ǳǊŜŀǳΩǎ ŘŜŦƛƴƛǘƛƻƴǎτare 
comprised of persons occupying housing units.35 

Additional Considerations 

While the estimates presented for affordable and available units exclude units that lack complete 
kitchens or have incomplete plumbing; these estimates do not account for other aspects related 
to housing quality or safety. Several of the residents we spoke with during outreach described 
health hazards including mold in the limited supply of affordable market-rate apartments in their 
neighborhoods. 
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Figure 13 

 RSE Priority Areas* 

 Other Census Tracts 

Share of Renter-Occupied Units 
Affordable at or Below 80% of AMI  

 7.7% up to 50.0% 

 50.0% up to 66.5% 

 66.5% up to 75.0% 

 75.0% up to 85.0% 

 85.0% up to 96.9% 

 

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

Rental Housing Affordability  

  

Seattle as a  
whole: 66.5% 

Sources: ACS 2011-2015 5-Year CHAS estimates, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD. RSE Index, City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development. 

Notes: ACS estimates are based on a sample and can carry large margins of error at a neighborhood level. Map reflects renter-occupied units with complete 
kitchen and plumbing facilities.  
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Family -Size Rental Housing  

Key Findings 

¶ Less than half of all renter-occupied housing in the city has two or more bedrooms. 

¶ Two-plus bedroom units that are affordable to low-income households are uncommon, making 
up just 28 percent of all renter-occupied units in Seattle. Only seven percent of all occupied 
rentals are three-plus bedroom units that low-income households can afford.  

¶ Issues with the availability of family-size housing are compounded because units big enough for 
large households are commonly occupied by smaller households. 

Why This Matters 

A wide range of outcomes in adulthood are affected by the neighborhoods in which people lived 
when they were children.36 The availability of housing that is affordable and suitably sized for 
families is an important factor influencing where children live. Multi-bedroom housing also 
enables individuals to share housing so that they can live more affordably. 

Affordable multi-bedroom housing, in the form of rentals as well as 
ownership housing, is necessary to ensure that families of a variety of 
economic means can live in Seattle and is a key racial equity 
consideration. Families of color and immigrant households tend to be 
larger and contain more generations than other families.37  

Many of the community leaders and residents we spoke with noted the 
need for more affordable family-sized units, with several conversations emphasizing unmet need 
for units big enough for large families. Underlining the need for affordable family-size housing, is 
the fact that one public school student in twenty is experiencing homelessness or is unstably 
housed.38 

What the Data Show in 

Seattle as a Whole 

The accompanying pie chart (Figure 
14) shows the distribution of renter-
occupied housing units in Seattle by 
unit size, with each size segmented 
into units that are affordable with a 
low-income and those that are not. 
Both multifamily and single-family 
rentals are included.  

¶ Dwellings with two or more 
bedrooms make up less than half 
of the total renter-occupied 
housing in Seattle. Most multi-
bedroom rentals have two 
bedrooms (represented by blue), 
with relatively few contain three 
or more bedrooms (represented 
by purple).  

л ƻǊ м .wΣ Җул҈ 
of AMI, 38.7%

0 or 1 BR, >80% 
of AMI, 15.4%

н .wΣ Җул҈ ƻŦ 
AMI, 19.3%

2 BR, >80% of 
AMI, 11.3%

оҌ .wΣ Җул҈ ƻŦ 
AMI, 8.4%

3+ BR, >80% of 
AMI, 6.8%

Renter-Occupied Housing By Unit Size and Affordability Level 
As a Share of All Renter-Occupied Housing Units

Source: 2011-2015 5-Year ACS CHAS, U.S. Census Bureau and HUD.

Notes: AMI refers to the Area Median Family Income calculated by HUD (with adjustments for 
household size and other factors) for the Seattle-Bellevue-Everett Metro Division.

Figure 14 

In Seattle, ACS estimates show that 
roughly 31% of the households of color 
and 35% of immigrant households 
contain two or more generations; this 
compares to 22% for White households. 
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¶ Multi-bedroom units affordable with incomes at or below 80% of AMI make up 28 percent of 
renter occupied units in the city. Only 7 percent of all renter-occupied units are 3-plus bedroom 
units affordable at this income level.  

¶ Multi-bedroom units affordable at lower income levels are rarer still. While not detailed in the 
chart, multi-bedroom units affordable at or below 50% of AMI comprise only 13 percent of the 
renter-occupied units in Seattle; dwellings with 3 or more bedrooms affordable at this very low-
income level make up just four percent of the rental units. 

The data shown are from the 2011-2015 ACS CHAS dataset. Housing challenges faced by low-
income families have continued to grow since these data were collected. Rents have increased. As 
noted in the analysis for the previous indicator, single-year data from ACS shows that, after 
adjusting for inflation, median gross rent was roughly 35 percent higher in 2018 than in the five-
year 2011-2015 period. 

In addition, the mix of rentals in Seattle has been shifting toward smaller units as the post-
recession boom in construction has added studio apartments at a much more rapid pace than 
multi-bedroom units.39  

Furthermore, as described for the previous indicator, affordability does not equal availability; units 
supplied by the market at rents that low-income households can afford are often occupied by 
higher income households. With family-size housing, availability issues are compounded in that 
the units big enough for large households are commonly occupied by smaller households. 

How We Measure the Affordability of Family-Size Rental Housing 

This indicator focuses on multi-bedroom units based on the observation that families other than 
couples generally prefer to live in housing with more than one bedroom, and based on research 
showing that living in a home with sufficient space is important for chiƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ ǿŜƭƭōŜƛƴƎΦ40, 41 We 
also look at housing with three or more bedrooms given these unitsΩ importance for 
accommodating large families. 

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

Key Findings 

¶ There are roughly 33,400 rent- and income-restricted housing units 
located throughout Seattle. The current supply of rent- and income-
restricted housing in the city has been built under a variety of 
programs. 

¶ About 19,800 of these rent- and income-restricted units were 
created though City housing affordability programs. Seven in ten of 
these 19,800 units serve households with incomes at or below 60% 
of AMI. 

¶ Of the rent- and -income restricted units located in Seattle: 

o Approximately two-thirds are in Racial and Social Equity (RSE) priority areas. 

o Over 80 percent are in urban centers and urban villages, providing convenient access to jobs 
and essential services, including frequent transit.  

Why This Matters 

Rent- and income-restricted housing serves individuals and families who are unable to find 
affordable housing in the for-profit market, providing access for low-income households to 
{ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ ŜƳǇƭƻȅƳŜƴǘ ŀƴŘ ŜŘǳŎŀǘƛƻƴŀƭ ƻǇǇƻǊǘǳƴƛǘƛŜǎΣ transportation, social and cultural services, 
and parks and open space. Those served include low-income families, low-wage workers, seniors, 
people with disabilities, and people who have experienced homelessness.  

People of color are disproportionately likely to have low incomes and to experience housing cost 
burdens, displacement, and homelessness. Affordable housing investments serving low income 
households are critical for reducing these disparities and for providing fair access to housing 
opportunities.  

Housing units with long-term affordability requirements provide critically needed housing stability 
for low-income households in gentrifying neighborhoods. Creating affordable housing in high 
opportunity neighborhoods is also important for advancing racial equity. Living in a high 
opportunity neighborhood can offer low-income families a path out of poverty for their children, 
as shown by economist Raj Chetty and other researchers.42  

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole 

Non-profit and for-profit entities and public ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ŀƎŜƴŎƛŜǎ ŘŜǾŜƭƻǇΣ ƻǿƴΣ ŀƴŘ ƳŀƴŀƎŜ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ 
rent- and income-restricted affordable housing using a variety of funding sources.  

Rent- and Income-Restricted Units In-Service Citywide  

Of the approximately 33,400 rent- and income-restricted housing units in the city:  

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

¶ Another roughly 13,600 are either owned by the Seattle Housing Authority (without City 
involvement) or have affordability requirements regulated solely by non-City agencies.  

Definition: Rent- and income-restricted 
housing refers to units with limits on 
both the rents that may be charged and 
the incomes of households eligible to 
live there.  

(Market-rate housing rented by low-
income households using tenant-based 
vouchers are not included in this 
definition.)  
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Table 2 

Rent- and Income-Restricted Units in City Affordable Housing Programs 

Data provided by /ƛǘȅΩǎ hŦŦƛŎŜ ƻŦ IƻǳǎƛƴƎ όhIύ, 
shown in Figure 15, categorize the 19,800 rent- 
and income-restricted ǳƴƛǘǎ ǳƴŘŜǊ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 
purview into 1) units constructed or preserved 
through City funding programs and 2) units 
without City funding created through other City 
programs including Multifamily Tax Exemption 
(MFTE), Mandatory Housing Affordability, and 
Incentive Zoning programs. 

City-Funded Units 

About three-quarters of the rental units with City 
regulatory agreements are permanently 
affordable housing units subsidized by OH,43 
largely with funding from the voter-approved 
Seattle Housing Levy. Additional City sources 
include federal grants and άƛƴ-ƭƛŜǳέ ǇŀȅƳŜƴǘǎ 
collected from developers participating in certain 
incentive programs.44 

Funding from OH for the 
development of affordable housing 
is available to non-profit and for-
profit entities on a competitive 
basis. Funding is usually in the form 
of low-interest, deferred-payment 
loans with regulatory agreements 
that ensure affordability for 50 
years or more. 

City-funded rent- and income-
restricted units serve households 
with low incomes (i.e., incomes at 
or below 80% of AMI). Almost all 
(97%) of rental units with funding 
from the City are dedicated to 
households with incomes at or 
below 60% of AMI. Roughly half of 
City-funded rentals are reserved for 
households with incomes no higher 
than 30% of AMI. (Table 2 gives 
examples of household income 
limits and associated rent limits.45) 

Other Units with City Rent - and Income Restrictions  

The other roughly 5,400 rent- and income-restricted units with City regulatory agreements have 
largely been built through City incentive programsτIncentive Zoning (IZ), Multifamily Tax 
Exemption (MFTE), and Mandatory Housing Affordability (MHA).  

MFTE units, which have affordability terms of up to 12 years, currently comprise more than 90 
percent of the 5,400-unit total.  

Example Income and Rent Limits 
City-Funded Units 

% of Area Median 
Income (AMI) 

Example 
Household 

Sizes 

Household 
Income Limit 

Unit Size Monthly 
Rent Limit 
(including 
utilities) 

30% of AMI 
(Extremely Low 
Income) 

1 person 
3 people 

$23,250  
$29,900 

Studio 
2 Bedrooms 

$581 
$747 

50% of AMI 
(Very Low Income) 

1 person 
3 people 

$38,750  
$49,800 

Studio 
2 Bedrooms 

$968 
$1,245 

60% of AMI 
1 person 
3 people 

$46,500 
$59,800 

Studio 
2 Bedrooms 

$1,162 
$1,495 

80% of AMI 
(Low Income) 

1 person 
3 people 

$61,800 
$79,450 

Studio 
2 Bedrooms 

$1,545 
$1,986 

Notes: Rent limits include the cost of basic utilities with rent maximums equal to 30% of the 
household income limits.  

The income and rent limits shown are those that OH uses for City-funded units in its Rental 
IƻǳǎƛƴƎ tǊƻƎǊŀƳΦ ¢ƘŜǎŜ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ I¦5Ωǎ нлмф LƴŎƻme Limits.  

The AMI-based income and rent limits that OH uses to administer affordable housing 
ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ ŀǊŜ ōŀǎŜŘ ƻƴ I¦5Ωǎ ŎŀƭŎǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ƻŦ !ǊŜŀ aŜŘƛŀƴ CŀƳƛƭȅ LƴŎƻƳŜ ŀƴŘκƻǊ I¦5Ωǎ 
published Income Limits. Specific income and rent limits vary by program.  

(As of August  2020, due to the pandemic, 2019 income and rent limits are still in effect for 
City of Seattle affordable housing programs.) 

City-Funded 
Units

14,400

Other Units 
Created 

Through City 
Programs

5,400

Source: City of Seattle, Office of Housing.

Notes: Units in service as of March 31, 2020  with an incentive-related 
or funding-related affordable housing agreement between the property 
owner and the City. Numbers rounded to nearest hundred.

Rent- and Income-Restricted Housing Units with 
City of Seattle Regulatory Agreements

(19,800 Units)

Figure 15 

https://www.seattle.gov/housing/property-managers/income-and-rent-limits
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Legislation expanding MHA requirements to commercial and multifamily development citywide 
was adopted in April of 2019. As OH notes in its 2019 annual report on IZ and MHA, contributions 
to affordable housing from the expansion of the MHA program will take time to materialize. 

Characteristics of Rental Units in City Affordable Housing Programs  

Table 2 summarizes selected characteristics of existing rent- and income-restricted units in the 
/ƛǘȅΩǎ ŀŦŦƻǊŘŀōƭŜ ƘƻǳǎƛƴƎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎΦ  

Household income levels served 

In total, almost all (96%) of the 
rent- and income-restricted 
units under City programs serve 
households with incomes at or 
below 80% of AMI, with 71% of 
the total dedicated to 
households with incomes no 
higher than 60% of AMI. 

¶ The distribution of income 
levels served varies markedly 
between programs; units 
created with City funding are 
devoted almost entirely to 
households with incomes no 
higher than 60% of AMI as 
previously described.  

¶ Other rent- and income-
restricted units created 
through City programs mainly 
serve households with 
incomes in the >6л҈ ǘƻ Җул҈ 
of AMI range. The distribution of income levels served by these units largely reflects that of the 
MFTE program since MFTE units comprise the large majority of these units. 

Unit sizes and types 

Roughly 70 percent of the total rent- and-income restricted units in City affordable housing 
programs are studios, small efficiency dwelling units, and 1-bedroom units. About 22 percent 
have two or more bedrooms.  

Units with two or more bedrooms are more common in City-funded rental housing than in units 
created through other City affordable housing programs, with three-bedroom units extremely 
rare in the latter.  

Eleven percent of the rent-and income-restricted units funded by the City are in shared living 
facilities and include single room occupancy (SRO) units, beds in community-based group homes, 
and sleeping rooms in congregate residences. Among the populations served in shared living 
facilities are persons with physical disabilities and chronic health problems such as addiction 
and/or mental health conditions.   

Income Limits and Size of Units in Rent- and Income-Restricted Housing 
City Affordable Housing Programs 

 
City 

Funded 
Units: 

% of Total 

Other Units 
with City 
Rent- and 
Income- 

Restrictions: 
% of Total 

% of Total 
Units in 

City 
Affordable 
Housing 

Programs 

Maximum household income level:    

At or below 30% of AMI 49.1% 0.0% 35.7% 

Ҕ ол҈ ǘƻ Җ сл҈ ƻŦ !aL 48.3% 1.6% 35.6% 

Ҕ сл҈ ǘƻ Җ ул҈ ƻŦ !aL 2.6% 85.2% 25.1% 

Ҕ ул҈ ǘƻ Җ фл҈ ƻŦ !aL  0.0% 13.2% 3.6% 

Types and sizes of units:    

Unit in shared living facilities 11.3% 1.4% 8.7% 

Studio or Small Efficiency Dwelling Unit  34.0% 33.7% 33.9% 

1 bedroom 30.4% 50.9% 35.9% 

2 bedrooms 16.6% 13.7% 15.8% 

3 or more bedrooms 7.7% 0.3% 5.7% 

Source: City of Seattle, Office of Housing. 
Notes: Units in service as of March 31, 2020. 

Table 3 

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/Housing/Footer%20Pages/Data%20and%20Reports/2019%20IZ%20MHA%20Annual%20Report.pdf
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What the Data Show in Seattleõs Neighborhoods 

The map in Figure 16 shows the locations of rent- and income-restricted 
units in Seattle as of the end of 2018. This mix of locations is consistent 
with the /ƛǘȅΩǎ location priorities for housing investments.46 

¶ Approximately two-thirds (68%) of all rent- and income-restricted 
housing in Seattle is in RSE priority areas. Many of these tracts have 
seen extensive displacement in recent decades, and many continue 
to be areas of high displacement risk. The location of rent- and 
income-restricted housing in these areas reflects ongoing investment 
in long-term affordable housing as an anti-displacement strategy.  

¶ About one-third of all rent- and income-restricted housing is outside 
RSE priority areas. Much of this housing is in high-opportunity 
neighborhoods where market-rate housing is largely unaffordable to 
low-income households. 

As the /ƛǘȅΩǎ ¦Ǌōŀƴ ±ƛƭƭŀƎŜ LƴŘƛŎŀǘƻǊǎ aƻƴƛǘƻǊƛƴƎ wŜǇƻǊǘ details, over 80 
percent of the rent- and income-restricted housing in Seattle is in urban 
centers and villages. These neighborhoods provide frequent transit, 
access to workplaces and educational institutions, offer proximity to 
other services and amenities, and have zoning allowing multifamily 
housingτall of which are important considerations for locating housing 
serving low-income individuals and families.47 

  

Housing investments throughout 
SeattleτάSeattle housing policies direct 
investments to neighborhoods where 
low-income residents, including many 
people of color, face displacement due 
to rising rents and gentrification. This 
affordable housing helps sustain cultural 
communities and enables residents to 
stay in their neighborhood as transit 
and other improvements are made. 
Seattle housing policies also direct 
investments to higher cost areas where 
many opportunities are available, 
including schools, transportation, and 
amenities..Φέ  

- OH Annual Investments Report 2019 

Homeownership opportunities for low-
income households ςOH funds 
affordable ownership units as well as 
affordable rental housing. OH has 
funded the development of 
approximately 200 resale-restricted 
affordable ownership homes in Seattle 
for households with incomes no higher 
than 80 percent of AMI.  

Resales of these units are restricted to 
low-income buyers so that ongoing 
affordability is ensured for at least 50 
years.  

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/OPCD/OngoingInitiatives/SeattlesComprehensivePlan/OPCD%20Comprehensive%20Plan%20Urban%20Village%20Indicators%20Monitoring%20Rpt%206%2026%202018%20w_pg%2047%20corr.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/Housing/Footer%20Pages/Data%20and%20Reports/2019%20Investments%20Report.pdf
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How We Measure Rent- and Income-Restricted Housing 

This indicator provides an overall count of rent- and income-restricted housing units in Seattle 
based on information provided by OH.48 This includes data on rent and income-restricted units 
created through the CityΩǎ affordable housing programs as well as an estimate of units for which 
rent- and income-restricted units are solely regulated by non-City agencies.49  

The citywide estimate of rent- and income-restricted housing units that we report is comprised of 
tallies taken at two different points in time. 

¶ The 19,800-unit tally of rent- and income-restricted units created 
through City affordable housing programs reflects units in service as 
of March 31, 2020.  

¶ The 13,600-unit tally of rent- and income-restricted housing located 
in Seattle but not restricted by City agreements is based on 
information OH collected from other entities in 2018. OH 
periodically requests such data from the Seattle Housing Authority 
(SHA), Washington State Housing Finance Commission, and the U.S. Department of Housing & 
Urban Development.50  

The map in Figure 16 illustrates the distribution of rent- and income-restricted units located in 
Seattle, including both those in City affordable housing programs and other programs. The map is 
based on data received from OH representing units in service as of the end of 2018. The map does 
not show all units that exist at this time as there were roughly 3,000 fewer income-and rent-
restricted units in service in City affordability programs in 2018. 

This indicator does not consider tenant-based vouchers, a form of housing assistance funded by 
HUD and administered locally by public housing authorities to increase affordable housing options 
for low-income renters. Tenant-based vouchers provided by SHA help approximately 7,000 
households to pay rent in market-rate units, or somewhat less commonly, in rent- and income-
restricted units. (Close to 2,000 of the total 7,000 tenant-based vouchers that SHA administers are 
άǇƻǊǘŜŘ ƻǳǘΣέ ƛΦŜΦΣ ǳǎŜŘ ǘƻ ǊŜƴǘ ŀ ǳƴƛǘ ƻǳǘǎƛŘŜ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΦ51) 

  

For additional information on 
production and investment in income-
restricted affordable housing in Seattle, 
see hIΩǎ 5ŀǘŀ ŀƴŘ wŜǇƻǊǘǎ webpage 
and ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ άAffordable Housing 
Under Developmentέ dashboard. 

https://www.seattle.gov/housing/data-and-reports
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/underdevelopment
http://www.seattle.gov/housing/underdevelopment


 

2020 Equitable Development Community Indicators Report               Page | 44 
 

Figure 16 

Location of Rent - and Income-Restricted Units 

  

Source: City of Seattle Office of Housing 

Rent-and Income-Restricted Units 

 City Funded (with or without 
additional funding from other 
agencies) 

 City Incentives (e.g., MHA; IZ) 

 City Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) 

 Non-City Agency Funding or Incentives 
Only 

Number of Units 

 1-19 

 20-59 

 60-79 

 80 or more 

  

 RSE Priority Areas* 

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

 

Notes: 

Units displayed are in service as of 12/31/2018 

The number of units refers to the number of rent-and 
income- restricted units at the location. 

This map omits addresses with fewer than four units 
except in the High Point, New Holly, and Rainier Vista 
communities where properties of this size are shown. 
This map also omits confidential addresses. 
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Community 

The indicators we are tracking: 

¶ Proximity to Community Centers 

¶ Access to Public Libraries 

¶ Proximity to Grocery Stores 

¶ Access to Parks and Open Space (indicator under 

construction) 

¶ Air Pollution  Exposure Risk 
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Proximity to Community Centers  

Key Findings 

¶ Almost all (98%) of the housing units in Seattle have a community center within two miles, and 
more than half (55%) have such a center within a mile.  

¶ Approximately 16 percent of homes have a community center within a conveniently short half-
mile walk.  

¶ In general, housing in Race and Social Equity (RSE) priority areas is slightly more likely to have a 
community center nearby than housing units in areas with the lowest priority scores on the RSE 
index.  

¶ Given the high rates of use of community centers by residents of color, community centers are 
especially important for RSE priority areas.  

Why This Matte rs 

When we asked community members about what is important to have in a neighborhood, they 
frequently mentioned community centers.  

Community centers provide low-cost fitness, recreation, and learning 
opportunities. They are also are places where residents can connect 
with each other. By tailoring programs to the demographics of 
surrounding residents and offering space that groups can reserve for 
gatherings, community centers also help support ethnic communities. 
These spaces can, for example, provide inexpensive venues for 
practicing and sharing forms of expression such as dance that are 
central to cultural identity.  

aŀƴȅ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ Ŏommunity centers provide childrenΩǎ ǇǊƻƎǊŀƳǎ and facilities where youth can 
drop in and hang out for free after school. Community members frequently spoke of the role that 
community centers play in keeping youth safe and engaged.  

Residents of color use community centers more than White residents do (see sidebar), which 
indicates that these facilities are especially important for communities of color.  

What the Data Show in Seattle 

as a Whole 

Seattle Parks and Recreation (SPR) operates more 
than two dozen community centers offering a variety 
of recreation facilities and experiences.  As shown in 
Figure 17: 

¶ Almost all (98%) of the housing units in the city are 
located within two miles of a city-operated 
community center.  

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

¶ Sixteen percent of the housing units in Seattle have 
a community center within a half mile, which makes 
it especially convenient to get to a community 
center, including by foot.  

Figure 17 

Survey results show that community 
centers are used more by residents of 
color: 18% of respondents of color, 
compared to 8% of White respondents, 
said they visited a community center on 
a weekly basis. 

τ2014 Parks Legacy Plan survey 

15.6%

55.2%

97.5%

Seattle as a Whole

Proximity to Community Centers

1/2 mile 1 mile 2 miles

% of Housing Units 
That Have a 

Community Center 
Within Specified 

Distance 

Sources: Seattle Parks & Recreation (SPR); walkshed-based proximity 
analysis by City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development 
(OPCD) using street network from King County GIS and and housing units 
from King County parcel database; RSE Index, OPCD.

Notes: Reflects City-operated community centers. 

http://www.seattle.gov/parks/find/centers/community-centers-a-z
http://www.seattle.gov/parks/about-us/policies-and-plans/parks-legacy-plan
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What the Data Show in Seattleõs Neighborhoods 

City-operated community centers are shown by dots on the following map (Figure 19), with half-
mile, one-mile, and two-mile walksheds represented by varying shades of blue. 

¶ Community centers are distributed throughout much of Seattle. 

¶ Although homes in several areas lack a community center within the immediate neighborhood, 
virtually all have a community center accessible within two miles. 

¶ There are only a few residential areas in the city that lack a community center within two 

miles; these areas include parts of Fremont and Wallingford, Madison Park, and 

Fauntleroy/Arbor Heights.  

Housing within RSE priority areas is somewhat more likely than housing elsewhere in the city to 
have a community center nearby. Within RSE priority areas: 

¶ one in five housing units are within a half-mile of a city-operated community center,  

¶ about six in ten housing units are within one mile of such a center, and  

¶ nearly all housing units are within two miles.  

The adjacent chart 
(Figure 18) summarizes 
how RSE priority areas 
are doing on these 
proximity metrics 
relative to areas scoring 
in the middle and 
lowest ranges of the 
RSE Index. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

20.1%
11.5% 13.4%

58.2%
48.4%

56.1%

99.5% 99.6%
94.2%

RSE Priority Areas
(Two highest quintiles in

RSE Index)

Middle Lowest
(Two lowest quintiles in

RSE Index)

Community Centers and the Racial & Social Equity (RSE) Index

1/2 mile 1 mile 2 miles

% of Housing 
Units That 

Have a 
Community 

Center Within 
Specified 

Sources: SPR; walkshed-based analysis by OPCD using street network from  King County GIS and housing from 
King County parcel database; RSE Index, OPCD.

Notes: Reflects City-operated community centers. 

Figure 18 

About the three RSE Index priority levels in the chart ςAs detailed in the report Introduction and Methods, the RSE 
Index incorporates information on race and ethnicity; socioeconomic disadvantage; and disability and health-related 
disadvantage. Based on this information, the index ranks the census tracts and groups them into five levels of 
priority/disadvantage. (We call these levels άǉǳƛƴǘƛƭŜǎέ ǎƛƴŎŜ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ƭŜǾŜƭǎ ƛƴ ǘƘŜ ƛƴŘŜȄ ƛƴŎƭǳŘŜǎ ŀ ƴŜŀǊ-equal 
numbers of census tracts.) 

The RSE priority areas are made up of the two highest priority/disadvantage quintiles in the RSE Index. TƘŜ άƭƻǿŜǎǘέ 
RSE category in the charts like those in Figure 18 includes the two lowest priority/disadvantage quintiles in the RSE 
Index. While the RSE priority areas are overlaid on each indicator map, the reference map provided in Figure 2 in the 
Introduction and Methods section shows RSE Index priority levels for all census tracts in the city.  
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How We Measure Proximity to Community Centers 

For this indicator, we identify the location of each City-owned and 
operated community center that is open year-round. (For purposes of 
this report, we also included one special purpose facility, the Southwest 
Teen Life Center.52 ) 

This indicator, and other proximity-based indicators in this report, 
employ a walkshed approach. For community centers, the analysis 
involves identifying whether each housing unit in the city has one or 
more of these centers within three different distances (½ mile, 1 mile 
and 2 miles). We use street network data available from King CountyΩǎ 
Geographic Information System to measure distance along the portions 
of streets that people can walk along.53 We then tabulate the share of 
housing units within the applicable walksheds using housing locations 
from the YƛƴƎ /ƻǳƴǘȅ 5ŜǇŀǊǘƳŜƴǘ ƻŦ !ǎǎŜǎǎƳŜƴǘǎΩ parcel database.  

While we describe ŘƛǎǘŀƴŎŜǎ ƛƴ ǘŜǊƳǎ ƻŦ άǿŀƭƪǎƘŜŘǎΣέ ǘƘŜȅ Ŏŀƴ ŀƭǎƻ ōŜ 
thought of as travel-sheds for other modes of travel including car and 
bicycle, in which case distances of 1 and 2 miles can also make for 
conveniently quick trips. 

Additional Considerations 

There are several aspects we did not measure: 1) transit access, 2) specific features of 
programming at community centers, and 3) access to non-City operated community centers. 

¶ Given the important role transit plays in enabling people in low-income communities to get 
places, future monitoring reports may include analysis focused on transit-sheds in addition to 
walksheds. 

¶ Physical proximity is one of many equity-related factors to consider regarding community 
facilities. As heard from community members, factors related to programmingτincluding 
hours, affordability, and cultural relevanceτare also key factors to take into account in order 
to respond equitably to community needs. 

¶ While City-operated community centers play an important role in supporting cultural 
communities, centers run by ethnic associations such as Filipino Community of Seattle and the 
Ethiopian Community in Seattle are uniquely attuned to the needs of their communities.  

The Equitable Development Initiative Fund administered by OPCD is investing in and providing 
capacity-building support for community-based efforts to build and provide stability for these 
kinds of community centers. For example, this includes providing technical assistance and 
capacity-building, plus predevelopment and site acquisition support for the creation of the 
Othello Square Opportunity Center to provide affordable space near the Othello light rail 
station for a Multicultural Community Center. The Center is being planned jointly by multiple 
organizations so these organizations will be able to more easily serve immigrants, refugees, and 
communities of color in Southeast Seattle. These organizations include the Eritrean Association 
of Greater Seattle, the Eritrean Community in Seattle and Vicinity, the Horn of Africa, and 
Somali Community Services of Seattle.54  

  

This analysis provides a basic picture of 
the proximity of community centers to 
homes across the city rather than any 
specific level of service standard. The 
/ƛǘȅΩǎ нлмт tŀǊƪǎ ŀƴŘ hǇŜƴ {ǇŀŎŜ tƭŀƴ 
notes that a possible target goal could 
be that every household in Seattle 
should be within 1-2 miles of a 
community center. 

For details on how Seattle Parks & 
Recreation identifies equitable service 
guidelines and priorities, see pages 81-
82 of the 2017 Parks and Open Space 
Plan and page 44-45 of the 2016 
Community Center Strategic Plan. 

https://filcommsea.org/
https://www.ecseattle.org/
https://othellosquare.org/homesight-opportunity-center
https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/ParksAndRecreation/PoliciesPlanning/2017Plan/2017ParksandOpenSpacePlan-7-10-17.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/ParksAndRecreation/PoliciesPlanning/2017Plan/2017ParksandOpenSpacePlan-7-10-17.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/parks/about-us/policies-and-plans/community-center-strategic-plan
https://www.seattle.gov/parks/about-us/policies-and-plans/community-center-strategic-plan
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Figure 19 

Proximity to Community Centers  

  

Sources: Seattle Parks & Recreation; walkshed-based proximity analysis by City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development (OPCD); RSE Index, 
OPCD. 

Notes: Map reflects City-operated community centers that are open year-round and the Southwest Teen Center. 

 Community Center 

 Within ½ Mile 

 Within 1 Mile 

 Within 2 Miles 

 RSE Priority Areas* 

 

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

Key Findings 

¶ Nearly all housing units in the city have a library within two miles, and two thirds have a library 
within a mile. One in four are within a conveniently short half-mile walk. 

¶ While Race and Social Equity (RSE) priority areas are slightly more likely than homes within 
other areas to have a library nearby; residents in RSE priority areas are less likely to be active 
borrowers than other city residents. 

Why This Matters 

Libraries have long been at the forefront of providing inclusive access to information. In addition 
to their traditional functions such as lending out books, libraries are playing an increasing variety 
of roles. Libraries provide access to new information technologies,55 help residents find services 
needed in everyday life, and provide a variety of other educational, cultural, and community-
building functions.  

Like community centers, libraries also provide spaces for community meetings and events. Other 
types of assistance offered at libraries include tutoring, help with English language-learning, and 
resources for people wanting to start a business.  

When we asked community members about what is important to have in a neighborhood, they 
ŦǊŜǉǳŜƴǘƭȅ ƳŜƴǘƛƻƴŜŘ ƭƛōǊŀǊƛŜǎΦ Lƴ ǇŀǊǘƛŎǳƭŀǊΣ ǇŜƻǇƭŜ ǎǇƻƪŜ ƻŦ ŦǊŜŜ ƘƻƳŜǿƻǊƪ ƘŜƭǇ ŀƴŘ ŎƘƛƭŘǊŜƴΩǎ 
story times, job search assistance, and access to the internet.  

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole 

We are monitoring two indicators of access to libraries: one focusing on physical proximity to 
ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜǎ and one measuring active borrower rates among residents.  

Proximity to Libraries  

The Seattle Public Library (SPL) system includes the 
Central Library in downtown plus twenty-six 
neighborhood branches. As shown in Figure 20: 

¶ Almost all (98%) of the homes in the city are 
located within two miles of a public library. 

¶ Two thirds of homes in the city are within one mile 
of a public library.  

¶ Twenty-three percent of the housing units in 
Seattle have a public library within a half mile, 
making it especially convenient for residents to get 
to a library and access the on-site benefits they 
provide. 

Active Borrower Rate 

Using data provided by SPL, we calculated ŀƴ άŀŎǘƛǾŜ 
ōƻǊǊƻǿŜǊ ǊŀǘŜέ ǘƻ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜ ŀ rough indication of the share of residents in Seattle checking out 
materials from the library and how this varies between neighborhoods. We decided to include 
this indicator after hearing from SPL staff about the disproportionately low borrowing activity 
they were finding among patrons of branches in less affluent neighborhoods.  

22.8%

64.5%

98.3%

Seattle as a Whole

Proximity to Libraries

1/2 mile 1 mile 2 miles

% of Housing Units 
That Have a 

Library Within 
Specified Distance 

Sources: Seattle Public Library (SPL); walkshed-based proximity analysis by 
City of Seattle Office of Planning & Community Development (OPCD) using 
street network from King County GIS and housing units from King County 
parcel database.

Notes: Reflects locations of SPL Central Libraryand branch libraries.

Figure 20 
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The number of library cardholders with Seattle addresses who checked out books or other 
materials in the past three years is roughly 35 percent of the ǎƛȊŜ ƻŦ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ household 
population.56  

What the Data Show in Seattleõs Neighborhoods 

Proximity to Libraries  

Seattle Public Libraries 
are distributed across 
Seattle (as shown in the  
Figure 23 map), with 
virtually all residential 
areas served by a library 
within two miles (as 
summarized in the 
adjacent Figure 21).  

Neighborhoods where a 
public library is more 
than a mile awayτbut 
generally within two-
milesτinclude parts of 
north Seattle (e.g., Meadowbrook, Sandpoint, and North Beach/Blue Ridge); as well as some of 
the neighborhoods in south Seattle (including Georgetown and Highland Park).  

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

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

Active Borrower Rate 

The inset map (Figure 24) presented along with 
the larger map shows active borrower rates at 
the census tract level.   

As summarized in Figure 22, RSE priority areas 
have an active borrower rate of 32 percent, 
which is 6 percentage points below the rate in 
the areas in the lowest priority/disadvantage 
levels in the RSE Index.  

Furthermore, most census tracts with the 
lowest active borrower rates are within RSE 
priority areas while the reverse is true of tracts 
with the highest active borrower rates.57  

To improve access, SPL has eliminated charges 
for overdue materials and cleared overdue fine 
balances. The decision to take these actions 
was based on research showing that fines are an ineffective incentive for timely return of 
materials and a barrier that disproportionately impacts low-opportunity communities.58 SPL will 
be closely monitoring rates of borrowing to see if higher-need communities begin to use these 
services more, as is anticipated. 

31.9% 32.8%
38.4%

RSE Priority Areas
(Two highest 

quintiles in RSE 
Index)

Middle Lowest
(Two lowest 

quintiles in RSE 
Index)

SPL Active Borrower Rate and the 
Race & Social Equity (RSE) Index

Active 
Borrower 

Rate

Sources: SPL tallies of active library users and Washington  State Office of 
Financial Management Small Area Demographic Estimates.

Notes: Rate equals number of cardholders who checked out materials in the 
past three years divided by 2018 household population. Limited to 
cardholders whose address could be matched to Seattle census tracts.

24.6%
15.9%

25.0%

71.1%

57.2%
61.9%

99.4% 99.4% 96.5%

RSE Priority Areas
(Two highest quintiles in 

RSE Index)

Middle Lowest
(Two lowest quintiles in 

RSE Index)

Libraries and the Race & Social Equity (RSE) Index

1/2 mile 1 mile 2 miles

% of Housing 
Units With a 
Public Library 

Within the 
Walking Distance 

Specified

Sources: SPL; walkshed analysis by OPCD; RSE Index, OPCD.

Notes: Reflects locations of SPL Central Library and branch libraries.

Figure 22 

Figure 21 
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How We Measure Access to Libraries 

Proximity to Libraries 

For this indicator, we identify the location of libraries in the Seattle Public Library system, 
including the Central LibǊŀǊȅ ŀƴŘ ŜŀŎƘ ƻŦ {t[Ωǎ ƴŜƛƎƘōƻǊƘƻƻŘ ōǊŀƴŎƘŜǎΦ  

We identify whether each housing unit in the city has one or more libraries within three different 
distances (½ mile, 1 mile and 2 miles) employing the same walkshed-based approach we use for 
the previous indicator on community centers. (We measure distance along walkable portions of 
the street network and use housing locations from the King CountyΩs parcel database to tabulate 
the percentage of housing units within the walksheds surrounding each library.)  

Active Borrower Rate 

To calculate an active borrower rate for each census tract, we divide the number of SPL 
cardholders who checked out materials in the past three years by the household population. SPL 
provided tallies of active borrowers by census tract for cardholders whose address could be 
matched to Seattle census tracts.59  
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Figure 23 

Proximity to  Libraries 

 

 

 

  

Sources: Seattle Public Library (SPL); RSE Index, City of Seattle OPCD; Washington State OFM Small Area Demographic Estimates. 

Notes: Larger map shows locations of the Central Library and neighborhood branches with walkshed-based proximity analysis by OPCD. Smaller map 
shows tract-level estimates of library card holders who checked out materials in past three years as a share of the household population. 

 

Active Borrower Rate  

 

 

       

Figure 24 

 Library 

 Within ½ Mile 

 Within 1 Mile 

 Within 2 Miles 

 RSE Priority Areas* 
 

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

Active Borrower Rate 

 11.5% up to 30.0% 

 30.0% up to 34.6% 

 34.6% up to 40.0% 

 40.0% up to 45.0% 

 45.0% and over 

 

Seattle as a  
whole: 34.6% 
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Proximity to Grocery Store s 

Key Findings 

¶ Three out of five homes in the city are within half a mile of a grocery 
store that sells fresh fruits and vegetables. 

¶ While the ratio is similar in Race and Social Equity (RSE) priority 
areas, populations in RSE priority areas tend to have lower incomes 
and fewer transportation options, which can limit access.  

¶ Some neighborhoods within RSE priority areas do not have a grocery 
store within a half mile. This includes several RSE priority areas in southwest Seattle. 

Why This Matters 

Eating a well-balanced diet has many health benefits. One aspect of the food environment that 
can affect peopleΩǎ diet is whether people have a grocery store near home that carries healthy 
food.  

Having a grocery store nearby can also help make day-to-day life more convenientτparticularly 
for households without a car. Additionally, other services and retailers often cluster around 
grocery stores, enabling residents to take care of a wide variety of errands and other needs 
without traveling outside the neighborhood.  

When we asked community members what is important to have in their neighborhood, a grocery 
store was one of the top answers we received.  

What the Data Show in Seattle as a Whole 

Our analysis identified one hundred and three healthy food stores in Seattle or within a half-mile 
of the city limits based on information on food stores provided by the ¦ƴƛǾŜǊǎƛǘȅ ƻŦ ²ŀǎƘƛƴƎǘƻƴΩǎ 
Urban Form Lab (UFL) and Public HealthτSeattle and King County (PHSKC), supplemented by our 
own research. 

We found that roughly 6 in 10 housing units in Seattle have one or more of these stores within a 
half-mile walking distance.  

What the Data Show in Seattleõs Neighborhoods  

The large map (Figure 26) for this indicator displays half-mile walksheds around grocery stores 
while the smaller map (Figure 27) shows shares of housing units within each census tract that are 
within half a mile of a grocery store.  

Healthy grocery stores are distributed across much of Seattle, with clusters in several 
neighborhoods including Downtown, Capitol Hill, and Ballard.  

However, some neighborhoods lack a healthy grocery store within a half-mile.  

¶ A large part of West Seattle lacks such a grocery store. The areas of West Seattle lacking a 
grocery store include South Park, Riverview, High Point, and most of Highland Parkτall RSE 
priority areas. 

¶ Other examples of areas without a healthy food store nearby include Georgetown, parts of 
Rainier Beach in Southeast Seattle, and Maple Leaf in north Seattle. 

¶ Several predominantly single-family neighborhoods lack a grocery stores in the immediate 
neighborhood.60 Most of these are relatively affluent areas where residents are very likely to 
have a vehicle available and can drive to a grocery store. 

This indicator on grocery stores focuses 
on healthy food storesτstores where 
customers can find a variety of fresh 
fruits and vegetables.  

For convenience, we refer to these 
interchangeably as άƎǊƻŎŜǊȅ ǎǘƻǊŜǎέ or 
άƘŜŀƭǘƘȅ ŦƻƻŘ ǎǘƻǊŜǎΦέ 
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 About six in 10 housing units in RSE priority 
areas are within a half-mile of a healthy food 
store. While similar to the ratio in the city as a 
whole, this ratio is still of concern given that 
populations in RSE priority areas tend to have 
lower incomes, poorer health, and fewer 
transportation options.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

How We Measure Proximity to Grocery Stores 

This indicator measures the share of housing units that have at least 
one healthy food store within a half-mile walk. We consider food stores 
to be healthy if they carry a variety of fruits and vegetables.  

Our analysis is based mainly on food permit data and research done by 
the UFL and PHSKC to inventory and classify healthy food stores as part 
of larger studies.61 Informed by their research, we include as healthy: 
supermarkets, warehouse food stores (e.g., Costco), produce markets, 
and grocery storesτincluding ethnic groceriesτidentified as having a 
produce section. (We also took several steps to update the stores in the 
inventory. Upon obtaining the food store inventory and filtering it for 
geography, we updated the inventory in 2019 to reflect recent closures 
and openings and we reviewed the classification of all ethnic grocery 
stores.62) 

We use the updated inventory to map each food store considered to be 
healthy and located in Seattle or within a half mile of {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ city 
limits. We determine whether each housing unit in the city has one or 
more of these stores within a half-mile measured along portions of the 
street network where a person can walk. 

 

 

 

 

 

  

69.6%

55.2%

RSE Priority Areas
(Two highest 

quintiles in RSE 
Index)

Middle Lowest
(Two lowest 

quintiles in RSE 
Index)

Grocery Stores and the 
Racial & Social Equity (RSE) Index

% of Housing 
Units Within 
1/2 Mile of a 
Grocery Store

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

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

*See errata  in text box below.

Roughly 
60%*

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

Grocery stores are part of an often-
changing retail landscape. For example, 
a new PCC in the Central District opened 
in summer of 2020 (after we completed 
our analysis). The Central District PCC 
store opening is described in a PCC  
news release.  

Figure 25 

https://seattlegov-my.sharepoint.com/personal/diana_canzoneri_seattle_gov/Documents/Equit%20Devel%20Indicator%20Drafts/For%20Comms%20and%20MO%20Review/Joining%20the%20Central%20District%20Community%20—%20What%20We%20Heard%20and%20What%20We’re%20Doing
https://seattlegov-my.sharepoint.com/personal/diana_canzoneri_seattle_gov/Documents/Equit%20Devel%20Indicator%20Drafts/For%20Comms%20and%20MO%20Review/Joining%20the%20Central%20District%20Community%20—%20What%20We%20Heard%20and%20What%20We’re%20Doing
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Additional Considerations 

Proximity ƻŦ ƎǊƻŎŜǊȅ ǎǘƻǊŜǎ ǘƻ ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ ƘƻƳŜǎ represents one dimension of food access. There are 
many important factors that we did not measure, including the affordability and cultural 
relevance of the food being sold, as well as accessibility via other modes of travel.  

During outreach we heard that many people in low-income communities shop outside their 
neighborhood for lower prices and better selection. Residents and stakeholders also emphasized 
the need for more stores that sell foods that are relevant to their culture and/or acceptable in 
their religion, and a number of people mentioned traveling long distances to buy such foods.  

In a similar vein, public health research on access to healthy food has evolved from focusing on 
physical proximity to including the affordability and cultural acceptability of the food being sold 
and the means of transportation people have available to make shopping trips.63 

We will explore integrating additional aspects of food access in future monitoring. This could 
include looking at travel times via additional travel modes or community participatory research to 
reflect what residents consider to be healthy, culturally relevant, and affordable food. 
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Figure 26 

Proximity to Grocery Stores  

 

   

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

 0% up to 6.5% 

 6.5% up to 38.6% 

 38.6% up to 60.5% 

 60.5% up to 91.2% 

 91.2% to 100% 

 

Share of Housing Units with 

Grocery Store Nearby 

 

 

        

Seattle as a  
whole: 60.5% 

Sources: University of Washington Urban Form Lab; Public HealthτSeattle & King County; walkshed-based proximity analysis by OPCD; RSE Index, OPCD. 

Notes: Map shows locations of healthy grocery stores , defined as those offering an assortment of fresh fruits and vegetables. Analysis conducted in 2019. 

*The Columbia Center PCC was mistakenly omitted from our analysis. Additionally, a new PCC store in the Central District opened in 2020. 

 

.  

*Columbia Center 
PCC (opened 2015) 

*  

*Central District 
PCC (opened 2020) 

*  

Figure 27 

 Grocery Stores 

 Within ½ Mile 

 RSE Priority Areas* 

 

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

Why This Matters 

Having a park nearby home provides a place where residents can get to know their neighbors, 
engage in physical activity, enjoy nature, recharge, and have fun. Natural areas and greenbelts 
can also help mitigate urban and industrial impacts on the environment. 

Parks were one of the resources that community members mentioned most often when we asked 
what is most important to have in a neighborhood. People talked about parks as places for people 
to get exercise, for children to play, and for youth to engage in safe and healthy activities. People 
also described parks as venues where people in cultural communities can gather, maintain 
connections, and celebrate.  

Indicator Under Construction  

Access to Parks and Open Space is one of the indicators selected for the Equitable Development 
Monitoring Program. We plan to include findings for this indicator in our next report. 

Background 

The walkability analysis ƛƴ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜΩǎ 2017 Parks and Open Space Plan estimated that 94 percent of 
the homes in city are within a half-mile walk of one or more of the parks and open spaces 
managed by Seattle Parks & Recreation (SPR). SPR used that analysis along with other 
considerationsτincluding the presence of parks owned and managed by other entities, public 
health, and social equityτto identify which neighborhoods to prioritize for purchasing land for 
parks and open space.  

OPCD and SPR are working together to identify a new, more wholistic 
measure of access to parks and open space. We anticipate folding this 
measure into future Equitable Development monitoring. 

Additional Considerations 

Some of the people we spoke with who identified parks as important to 
have in a neighborhood also described concerns that keep them from 
using parks near their home. Issues cited include air pollution, broken 
glass and used syringes littering park grounds, open-air drug use, and 
fear of crimeτboth in in the neighborhood surrounding parks and in 
parks themselves.  

The concerns we heard in relation to parks provide a broad reminder 
that factors in addition to proximity are important to consider when 
gauging ǇŜƻǇƭŜΩǎ access to the benefits  that parks and other amenities 
provide. 

  

The Outside Citywide Interactive Map 
Tool, pictured below, provides 
information about a variety of outdoor 
public spaces in Seattle, including those 
managed by Seattle Parks & Recreation 
and those managed by other entities. 
Users can zoom into a neighborhood 
and click on a public space to learn 
more about it.  

 

http://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/ParksAndRecreation/PoliciesPlanning/2017Plan/2017ParksandOpenSpacePlanFinal.pdf
http://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=024ce52cea6b4ec7b22a5eb65cc83b50
http://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=024ce52cea6b4ec7b22a5eb65cc83b50
http://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapJournal/index.html?appid=d3d88cd812ed4a508bb7751bd8e47e54
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Air Pollution  Exposure Risk 

Key Findings 

¶ Outdoor air pollution exposure risks in Seattle are generally highest for neighborhoods 
bordering industrial districts and major transportation routes used by freight trucks. 
Households in Race and Social Equity (RSE) priority areas face disproportionately high exposure 
risks because RSE priority areas are more commonly near these pollution sources.  

¶ Households in RSE priority areas are twice as likely as households in the city as a whole to live 
near a site where a major source of air pollution is located.  

¶ Neighborhoods near the Greater Duwamish Valley Manufacturing/Industrial Center likely have 
the greatest overall risk of exposure to air pollution due a confluence of major freight routes 
and concentrations of fixed pollution sources.  

Why This Matters 

Research has shown air pollution to cause the development and aggravation of many health 
conditions including asthma, heart disease, and cancer.64, 65 Some groups are especially 
susceptible to the harmful effects of air pollution. These include children, the elderly, and people 
with pre-existing medical conditions.66 

In Seattle, the most substantial day-to-day outdoor air pollution exposure risks in neighborhoods 
are associated with proximity to industrial activities and automobile transportation routes, 
especially routes with high volumes of diesel freight truck traffic.67 During recent summers, 
wildfire smoke has also exacerbated air pollution throughout the city.68  

In addition to impacting health, air pollution can reduce the benefits of otherwise walkable 
neighborhoods and hinder enjoyment of outdoor spaces. During outreach, we heard from 
residents in South Park that poor air quality in their neighborhood keeps people indoors, although 
they noted that indoor air pollution is also a problem in many of the homes in their 
neighborhood.  

What the Data Indicate for the City and its Neighborhoods  

Approximately 65 percent of housing units in the city are within 500 meters of one or more 
transportation routes that regularly carry diesel trucks emitting substantial levels of pollution.  

Point-sources of industrial pollution, which are stationary, distinct sources of significant amounts 
of hazardous air pollutants, also contribute to exposure risk:  

¶ Seattle contains ten sites that are required by the Washington State Department of Ecology to 
hold an "air operating pŜǊƳƛǘέ ŘǳŜ ǘƻ ƘƛƎƘ ǾƻƭǳƳŜǎ ƻŦ ǇƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴΦ  

¶ Seattle also has hundreds of άǊŜƎƛǎǘŜǊŜŘ Ǉƻƭƭǳǘƛƻƴ ǎƻǳǊŎŜǎέτsites that must register as such but 
that fall below pollution emission thresholds requiring an air operating permit.  

On average, census tracts in RSE priority areas have greater risk of exposure to air pollution than 
other parts of Seattleτlargely because RSE priority areas tend to be closer to industrial districts 
and major transportation routes. Echoing findings from researchers at the University of 
Washington, the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, and community organizations, our analysis shows 
air pollution exposure risks in Seattle to be especially concentrated in the Duwamish Valley and 
along I-5.69    
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Truck Diesel Pollution  

The large map (Figure 29) on the next page shows freight routes as bright pink lines. Blue shading 
on the map represents the level of truck diesel pollution exposure risk within each census block 
group, accounting for the distance fromτand estimated annual tonnage of freight transported 
onτeach freight route.  

This analysis shows truck diesel 
exposure risk to be highest in the 
Duwamish Valley and along the I-5 
corridor.70 

As shown in Figure 28, 
approximately 81 percent of the 
housing in RSE priority areas is 
within 500 meters of 
transportation routes carrying 
diesel trucks. This is 16 percentage 
points higher than found for the 
city as a whole and more than 25 
percentage points higher than seen 
outside of RSE priority areas.  

Furthermore, 36 percent of the 
housing in RSE priority census 
tracts is within 500 meters of the ŎƛǘȅΩǎ major (i.e., high-volume) freight 
routes. This compares to 23 percent in the city as a whole, and just 14 
percent outside of RSE priority areas.  

Point-Source Pollution  

The small map in Figure 30 shows information related to two types of 
point-source pollution.  

¶ The location of major pollution sources, which are required to hold 
an air operating permit, are identified by black dots surrounded by a 
pink circle with a half-mile radius. 

¶ The number of registered pollution sources located in each block 
group are represented by different shades of blue.  

  

Environmental Justice in Seattleτ 
άaŀƴȅ {ŜŀǘǘƭŜƛǘŜǎΣ ŀƴŘ ŜǎǇŜŎƛŀƭƭȅ 
communities of color, call the 
Chinatown-International District, 
Beacon Hill, Rainier Valley, Rainier 
Beach, South Park, or Delridge home.  

Within these neighborhoods, 
established residents and new arrivals 
have worked together to create vibrant 
and diverse communities. But because 
they also live near highways and heavy 
industry, residents in these 
neighborhoods face the greatest impact 
of a multitude of environmental 
hazards. These impacts are further 
exacerbated by racial, social and 
ŜŎƻƴƻƳƛŎ ōǳǊŘŜƴǎΦέ 

τEquity & Environment Agenda, 2016 
όǇŀǊǘ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ /ƛǘȅΩǎ 9ǉǳƛǘȅ ϧ 9ƴǾƛǊƻƴƳŜƴǘ 
Initiative).  

The Equity & Environment Initiative is 
an initiative of the Office of 
Sustainability & the Environment 
focusing on advance racial equity in the 
/ƛǘȅΩǎ environmental work and fostering 
community-based solutions. This 
includes the Duwamish Valley Program, 
a joint effort with OPCD, to advance 
environmental justice and equitable 
development in the Duwamish Valley. 

65.4%

81.0%

57.9% 53.6%

22.6%

35.9%

14.1% 13.9%

Seattle as a 
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Sources: 2017 classification of freight routes from WSDOT.Proximity analysis by OPCD using 
housing units from King County Department of Assessments parcel database. RSE Index, OPCD. 

Figure 28 

https://www.seattle.gov/Documents/Departments/Environment/EnvironmentalEquity/SeattleEquityAgenda.pdf
https://www.seattle.gov/environment/equity-and-environment/equity-and-environment-initiative
https://www.seattle.gov/environment/equity-and-environment/duwamish-valley-program
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Figure 29 

Diesel Air Pollution Exposure Risk from Truck Transportation Routes  

  

Sources: 2017 classification of freight routes from Washington State Department of Transportation. Analysis by City of Seattle Office of Planning & 
Community Development (OPCD) based on adaptation of Puget Sound Clean Air Agency methodology. RSE Index, OPCD.  

Notes: Map shows estimated levels of pollution exposure risk in census block groups. 
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*RSE Priority Areas are census tracts in the two highest 
priority quintiles of the Race and Social Equity (RSE) 
Index. 










































































































































