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Buillt Environment
and Social Equity

A STAR assessment of 3
King County station areas



Thank youl!

» Hilary Franz, Scarlett Ling, and
m Wren McNally, Futurewise

* Richard Gelb, King County
» Michelle Caulfield, Seattle
» Kristin Lynett, Tacoma

Andrea Peet, STAR

PSRC's Existing Communities Rating System
Conditions Report
and Community
Typology study

King County

Note: This presentation uses data from these
jurisdictions or organizations, but the views and

MAKE RS opinions expressed here are my own and do not
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necessarily reflect their policies or positions.
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The study’s Intention

. * Highlight relationships
between built environment
Y characteristics and equitable
'8 services and access

« Case studies: Use the STAR
rating system to evaluate 3

Kirkland

Medinal

L 9e  ~ station areas:
| - Shoreline 185th
Y N . .
| v i - Capitol Hill

W e . .
{ - Tukwila International Boulevard
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Why these study areas?

* Receiving public investment,
changing

» King County, Shoreline,
Seattle, and Tukwila using
STAR framework

» Each representative of a
different type of community




STAR Communities

* First national framework
and certification program
for measuring community
sustainability (released in
2012)

* Led by ICLEI-Local
Governments for
Sustainability, the U.S. Green
Building Council, National
League of Cities, and the
Center for American Progress

» 200+ volunteers over 4-year
process

» Still in pilot stage




Goals, objectives, & measures
/Goal

\ Ob_] ective Within each objective, the indicators are

“outcome measures” and “action measures.”



Focus objectives



= Compact & Complete
Communities (CCC)

Choose CCCs

» # determined by population
(e.g., KC at 2 mil - 10 CCCs,
Seattle at 635,000 - 8 CCCs)

* 1/2 mile walk areas around strong

- mix of uses,

- transit availability,

- density, and

- walkability,

- while maintaining geographic diversity
* Built off of LEED ND

i



= Compact & Complete
i Communities

Outcomes
1. Density, destinations, & transit

2. Walkability
3. Design
4. Affordable housing

10 local actions
» Policies and regulations

* Programs (e.g., design review,
affordable housing)




@ Equitable Services & Access

Kl Outcome: Access & proximity

» Determine local priority areas
(based on income, race/ethnicity, and/or lack

of resources)

 Demonstrate increased access to:

- Transit - Heal.th and human

- Libraries Services

. Schools - Digital/high speed
INnternet

- Public spaces

- Urban tree canopy
- Healthful food

- Emergency
response times

8 local actions (e.g., equity plan,
reduce disparities, construction)












The case studies

low does a great built
environment (as planners

%i understand and promote it)

relate to a community’s social
equity characteristics?

nternationa
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Shoreline NE 185th St

Built environment

Lots of room for improvement
(97100 STAR CCC points)

Equitable services & access

King County performs well
on all except tree cover and
healthful food access

PSRC’s access to
opportunity score

Mid-range



SHORELINE NE 18514 5T
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1. Den3|ty Destinations, & Transit

LOw score

Residential desi : 3
(min. 12 du/acre for credit)



mIo ment den5|t 03 obs/acre




SHORELINE NE 185TH ST

Diverse uses: / (meets threshold)

Transit availability:
~100 weekday, 50 weekend trips (> threshold)



SHORELINE NE 185TH ST

2. Walkability

STANDARD ACTUAL

90% of roadways contain sidewalks |32%
on both sides

100% of crosswalks are ADA 50%
accessible

60% of block faces have street trees |27%
at <40-foot intervals

70% of roadways have travel speeds |48%
<25 mph

Min. 90 intersections per sg. mi. 112

Data from



SHORELINE NE 185TH ST

Qualitatively, comfortable
pedestrian and bicycling
environment on most streets.



SHORELINE NE 185TH 5T
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Blank walls/parking structures:



SHORELINE NE 185TH ST

4. Affordable housing

STANDARD ACTUAL
10% of residential units are 0%
affordable

10% recently built/rehabilitated units | 0%
are dedicated as subsidized

Some of the dedicated long-term n/a
units are deeply affordable
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hitecture - planning - urban design

KING COUNTY 3 STATION AREAS

Median Household
Income, 2011

Median household income
Block Groups, King County

B 54,722 - 49,000
[ $49,001 - 66,000
] $66,001-83,000
I 83,001 - 105,300
I 5105301 - 250,001

O Half mile walkshed

<] City boundaries
N— -

Seattle median: $61,037
(ACS 2011)

King County median: $67,806
(ACS 2009)

Data source: ACS2011,B19013
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SHORELINE 185TH STATION AREA

Median household
income, 2011

Median household income
Block Groups, King County

B $4,722- 49,000
77 549,001 - 66,000

| ]566,001-83,000

[ $83,001-105,300
B $105,301 - 250,001

Seattle median: $61,037
(ACS 2011)

King County median: $67,806
(ACS 2009)

Half mile walkshed

Data source: ACS2011,B19013
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SHORELINE 185TH STATION AREA

Tree canopy
by income

Tree canopy
Percentage of land that is vegetated

(nosymbol) <20%

’ 20 - 40%
” >40%

No change from 2000 - 2009

Median household income
Block Groups, King County

B 54,722 - 49,000
71 $49,001 - 66,000
] $66,001 - 83,000
I $83,001 - 105,300
B 105,301 - 250,001

Half mile walkshed

Data sources

Income: ACS 2011, B19013

Tree canopy: King County GIS Center,
U.S. Geological Survey 2003
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architecture - planning - urban desian

KING COUNTY 3 STATION AREAS

Race/Ethnicity, 2010

Percent non-white*
Census 2010 Blocks

B 45 - 100%

B 27 - 4%

I 18-26%
10 - 17%
0-9%

No data

O Half mile walkshed

<] City boundaries
N— -

Seattle non-white: 33.7%
King County non-white: 35.2%

*”Non-white” is the comination of all
racial categories and hispanic ethnicity
other than non-hispanic white.

Data source: Census 2010
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SHORELINE 185TH STATION AREA

Race/ethnicity, 2010

Percent non-white
Census 2010 Blocks

B 45 - 100%
B 27 - 24%

No data

Half mile walkshed

Total non-white: 36%
Linguistically diverse: 24%

Seattle non-white: 33.7%
King County non-white: 35.2%

*”Non-white” is the comination of all
racial categories and hispanic ethnicity
other than non-hispanic white.

Data source: ACS2011,B19013
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SHORELINE 185TH STATION AREA
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* 53% households
have affordable
housing costs
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s Capitol Hill Broadway
Built environment
& Quintessential urban design
(/1/100 STAR CCC points)
\xj{\

Equitable services & access
King County performs well

S on all except tree cover and
&\x healthful food access
\l PSRC’s access to

, opportunity score
Intll:rl:i;/\{:lc?nal H igh




SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY

1. Density, Destinations, & Transit

Residential density: 31 du/acre
(gets extra points for being over 25 du/ac)



SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY

Employment density: 30 jobs/acre
(gets extra points for being over 25 jobs/ac)
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206-329-8)74

Transit availability:

1 ~2500 weekday, 1250 weekend trips
(gets all available points)



SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY
2. Walkability
STANDARD ACTUAL

90% of roadways contain sidewalks |98%
on both sides

100% of crosswalks are ADA
accessible

60% of block faces have street trees |9%
at <40-foot intervals

70% of roadways have travel speeds |62%
<25 mph

Min. 90 intersections per sg. mi. 267
(bonus for over 140 i./sq. mi)




SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY
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(need 80%) (need 80%)

Other buildings Other buildings




SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY

Blank walls/parking structures:



SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY _
4. Affordable housing =

STANDARD ACTUAL
10% of residential units are 4%
affordable

10% recently built/rehabilitated units | 36%
are dedicated as subsidized

Some of the dedicated long-term yes
units are deeply affordable




SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY

sEquitable Services & Access —
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SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY

Median household
income, 2011

Median household income
Block Groups, King County

B 54,722-49,000
T $49,001 - 66,000
| ] $66,001-83,000

[ $83,001-105,300
B 5105301 - 250,001

Seattle median: $61,037
(ACS 2011)

King County median: $67,806
(ACS 2009)

Half mile walkshed

Data source: ACS2011,B19013
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Tree canopy,
2000-2009

Tree canopy
Percentage of land that is vegetated

(nosymbol)  <20%
@ 20 - 40%
>40%

One of the 150 block groups
in King County with the
highest increase in vegetation
(NDVI value)

Median household income
Block Groups, King County

B 54,722 - 49,000
77 549,001 - 66,000
[ ] $66,001-83,000
[ $83,001 - 105,300
I 105,301 - 250,001

Half mile walkshed

Data sources

Income: ACS2011,B19013

Tree canopy: King County GIS Center,
U.S. Geological Survey 2003
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SEATTLE CAPITOL HILL BROADWAY

Land value, 2012

Appraised land value
per square foot

King County parcels
$0-12/sq.ft.
$13-25/5sq.ft.

B $26-47/5q.ft.
B s48-112/5q.ft.
B 5113-600/5q. ft.

Half mile walkshed

* 18% units
owner-occupied

* 58% households
have affordable
housing costs

* 1.45 ppl/hshld

Data source: King County
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s Tukwila International
Boulevard
Built environment

Room for improvement
(25/100 STAR CCC points)

Equitable services & access

| - King County performs well
&\K on all except tree cover and
\l healthful food access
P ..\ PSRC’s access to

®.Le” opportunity score

;ﬂv Low



TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD

1. Density, Destinations, & Transit

LOow score




e

Employment density: 2 jobs/acre

(min. 25 jobs/acre for credit) s




TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD

Diverse uses: 14 (gets extra points)

Transit availability:
~900 weekday, 600 weekend trips (gets max. pts)



TUKWILA INTERNATIONQL E_SOULE\/ARD
2. Walkability

STANDARD ACTUAL

90% of roadways contain sidewalks |50%
on both sides

100% of crosswalks are ADA 46%
accessible

60% of block faces have street trees |17%
at <40-foot intervals

70% of roadways have travel speeds [52%
<25 mph

Min. 90 intersections per sg. mi. 91

Data from



TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD

3. Design
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Blank walls/arkln structures:



B Qualitative observations
» Auto-oriented environment, especially closest to station.

* Newer development, although meets design standards,
s fast food (measured in healthful food standard).




TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL OUE\/ARD

+ Well-used painted pedestrian routes
didn’t count as sidewalks.




TU KWI LA INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD

* Not measured - appropriateness
of pedestrian routes.

PEDESTRIAN
CROSSING




TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD
* Not measured - discomfort.

-




TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD

4. Affordable housing

STANDARD ACTUAL
10% of residential units are 0%
affordable

10% recently built/rehabilitated units | 0%
are dedicated as subsidized

Some of the dedicated long-term n/a
units are deeply affordable




TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BOULEVARD

Equitable Services & Access

Tree canopy example
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Median household
income, 2011

Median household income
Block Groups, King County

I $4,722-49,000
7 549,001 - 66,000
[ ] 566,001 - 83,000
[ $83,001 - 105,300
I $105,301 - 250,001

Seattle median: $61,037
(ACS 2011)

King County median: $67,806
(ACS 2009)

Half mile walkshed

Data source: ACS 2011, B19013
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TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BLVD

Race/ethnicity, 2010
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S 148th St B 45 - 100%
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I 18-26%
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S 156th St

TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BLVD

Tree canopy,
2000-2009

Tree canopy
Percentage of land that is vegetated

(nosymbol)  <20%

@ 20 - 40%
w >40%
 —

One of the 150 block groups
in King County with the
greatest decrease in
vegetation (NDVI value)

Median household income
Block Groups, King County

B 54,722 - 49,000

[T $49,001 - 66,000

| ] $66,001-83,000

[ $83,001-105,300
B $105,301 - 250,001

King County median: $67,806
(Census 2010)

Half mile walkshed

Data source: ACS 2011, B19013
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TUKWILA INTERNATIONAL BLVD

Land value, 2012

S 146th St

35th Ave S

5 148th St Appraised land value
per square foot

King County parcels
$0-12/sq.ft.
N $13-25/sq. ft.

- $26 - 47 / sq. ft.
B s48-112/5q.ft.
B s113-600/5q.ft.

Half mile walkshed
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S 152nd'St
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29th Ave s
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37th Ave s
4
Oth 4,

S-154thSt Southcenter Blvd

Sp 578

* 30% units
sisehsc | OWNer-occupied

* 50% households
S 158th st have affordable
¢ housing costs

» 2.49 ppl/hshld

42nd Ave S

S 160th St

40th PIS

S Data source: ACS 2011, B19013
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summary

INCOME

DIVERSITY

ACCESS

“CCC”

NOTES

' Shoreline

mid

‘mid

Woodsy
residential,
traditional place
to raise a family

Capitol
Hi

low

Quintessential
urban design,

has experienced
gentrification over
last 30 years

Tukwila

low

Great access

to commercial
services & transit
for diverse
community;
affordable
commercial space




Takeaways
Capitol Hill: affordable and great CCC,
but low diversity

HOUSEHOLDS WITH
AFFORDABLE HOUSING HOUSEHOLDS WITH SEVERE
STUDY AREA HousING COST BURDEN
CosTS
1 1 1 1 1
NE 185H STREET N
1 1 1 1 1
1 1 1 1 1
CaprToL HilL I
TUKWILA INTERNAT'L BLVD LINK | | | | “|

Source: American Community Survey, 2006-2010
Growing Transit Communities Partnership

Existing Conditions Report V: Housing and Housing Affordability| May 2013

* A great built environment does not preclude
affordable housing.

» Families and diverse populations

» Continue affordable housing policies (in UDF
and ST property developer agreements)




Shoreline: mid/high access to resources,
mid/high level of diversity, poor CCC

» Station area siting makes CCC points
difficult to achieve

» Resource-rich area good for affordable
nousing

» Long-term risk of displacement

AFFORDABLE AFFORDABLE AFFORDABLE AFFORDABLE AFFORDABLE

STUDY AREA 0-30% AMI 30-50% AMI 50-80% AMI 80-120% AMI >120% AMI
1 1 1

= ——

TUKWILA INTERNAT'L BLVD LINK | .
I I 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Source: King, Pierce County Assessor Data, 2011; Dupre + Scott Spring 2011 Apartment Survey; U.S. Department of Housing and Urban
Development, Washington State Department of Commerce, Washington State Housing Finance Commission, Pierce County, King County, City of
Tacoma, City of Seattle

Growing Transit Communities Partnership
Existing Conditions Report V: Housing and Housing Affordability| May 2013



Tukwila: highest diversity, poor
pedestrian environment, great
commercial atmosphere

* Businesses and residents vulnerable to

displacement (PSRC's Community Typology
report)

» “Poor” urban design is not hurting existing
businesses, and perhaps fostering them

» Carefully improve pedestrian environment
if desired by community

* Over half of households have moderate

to severe housing cost burden. Increase
affordable housing, esp. for families.



Rachel Miller
rachelm@makersarch.com
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Buillt Environment
and Social Equity

A STAR assessment of 3
King County station areas



2014 STAR leadership

pProgram

» STAR is currently seeking
communities to participate

» Applications due Oct. 15

* Financial assistance is
available

* See www.starcommunities.org
for more info




Opportunity Mapping

WA APA
October 2, 2013

Puget Sound Regional Council
L

Opportunity Defined

« “Opportunity” is a situation or condition that places individuals in a
position to be more likely to succeed or excel.

« Opportunity structures are critical to opening pathways to success:
High-quality education

Healthy and safe environment

Stable housing

Sustainable employment

Political empowerment

Outlets for wealth-building

Positive social networks

1/12/2014

GROWING TRANSIT COMMUNITIES

Growing Transit Communities Partnership

Implementation of regional
plans

Regional initiative housed at

PSRC

* $5 million grant from Partnership
for Sustainable Communities

Diverse coalition to promote
thriving and equitable transit
communities

Central Puget Sound Indicators of Opportunity

Housing &
Economic Health| Neighborhood
Quality

Mobility/ Health &
Transportation | Environmental

Reading Test Scores  Access to Living Wage
bs

Transportation Cost; Distance to nearest park
(4™ Grade)

Housing Vacancy Rates cogt per commute or open space

Job Growth Trends; % Transit access; Proximity.
Toxic waste; Proximity to

Math TestScores " e i Jobs from  Housing Stock Condition | to Express Bus Stops

n
(4™ Grade) 2000-2010 Toxic Waste Release
Average Transit Fare Access to healthy food;
Student Poverty  Unemployment Rate  Foreclosure Rate E percent of tract in food
desert
Teacher qualifications High Cost Loan Rate Wil ek
commutes by walking
Graduation Rate Crime Index

Map 1: Comprehensive
Opportunity
Only includes urbanized areas

20 indicators

Comparison of neighborhoods
across the region

Equal number of neighborhoods
in each opportunity category

Approaches to improving opportunity

1. Increase accessibility of low opportunity neighborhoods to
higher opportunity neighborhoods.

For example: Transit investments and funding should seek to  connect
high and low opportunity neighborhoods.

2. Direct affordable housing investments to higher opportunity
areas.

For example: Section 8 voucher holders receive a higher value
voucher for use in high opportunity neighborhoods.

3. Direct investments in education, health, and safety to lower
opportunity neighborhoods.

For example: Focus regional public health effort on low opportunity
neighborhoods.
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Demographic Fovery
Total # of Below

Overlays (Race) Opportunity Distribution (

by Demographic Group

Opportunity Distribution
by Poverty

Poverty
Population)

Total population, disabled
population, and foreign born

population are distributed fairly Half of people in

evenly across the opportunity poverty !iVe in low

spectrum. opportunity areas.

Whites and Asians are more

concentrated in high opportunity 75% of households

areas. receiving public
assistance are in low

African Americans, Latinos, opportunity areas.

and American/Alaskan Natives|
are more concentrated in low

opportunity areas.
Affordable Housing - —
Section 8 Vouchers Opportunity Distribution N . . =
and Housing Affordability Using opportunity maps in Puget Sound Region
Total housing units, cost- . .
burdened households, Fair and Affordable Housing
3.”" HUD units are all « Results will be incorporated into a regional Fair Housing &
istributed fairly evenly .
across the opportunity Equity Assessment (FHEA)
spectrum. « Housing authorities promote ‘move to opportunity’ for

Over half of Section 8 Section 8 voucher holders

vouchers were used in « Prioritize housing resources in high opportunity areas
very low and low X X

opportunity areas. Regional Planning

« Transportation project prioritization

Build Upon the Success of « Bicycle route prioritization

HUD Site-Based Affordable s . . .
Housing « Prioritize recommendations for transit communities

(i.e. station area typology)
Use the Map to Help Advise
Voucher Holders to Move
towards Opportunity

PEOPLE PROFILE: Example Strategies

Immediate « Regional map works as a conversation starter about social
Affordable Affordable affordable equity
housing hou§|ng housing . . . )
production; production and preservation « Important to break down the ‘comprehensive index’ into
improve access r:;f::::’;‘:;:ly and production, meaningful information (online maps work great)
o community for change ,Zl::'""tf;f, « Calling neighborhoods low and high opportunity areas
creates controversy. Be ready to back it up with data.
Assess and Immediate
Assess and address needs, needs for
address seek affordable
community revitalization housing
needs, monitor opportunities, preservation
changes monitor closely and community
for change stabilization
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For More Information EXTRA

Maps online at:
psrc.org = Growing Transit Communities = Social Equity S LI D ES

More information about Central Puget Sound maps:
Michael Hubner, 206-971-3278 or MHubner@psrc.o

More information about Typology/Displacement Index:
Sara Schott Nikolic, 206-971-3288 or snikolic@psrc.org

15 16

Using opportunity maps in Puget Sound Region Using opportunity maps in Implementation Typology

King County Housing Authority

* Resolution 5382. May 9, 2012

The Board of Commissioners of the Housing Authority of the County of
King hereby directs the staff to give strong consideration to Opportunity
Neighborhood indicators, such as education, employment, access to
food, parks and transportation, when acquiring new properties, placing
project-based Section 8 subsidies and developing mobility counseling
and other programs and to integrate these criteria into the decision
making on these programs to the maximum extent possible.

e Currently 1/3 of KCHA's housing investments are located in

high or very high-opportunity neighborhoods, and over half
are in low or low-quality neighborhoods

» Consideration of neighborhood quality when acquiring new
properties and placing project-based vouchers

PEOPLE PROFILE

Change / Displacement Risk axis Change / Displacement Risk axis

Based on UC-Berkeley Center for Community Innovation framework

i il i aati if NO:
for measuring susceptibility to gentrification e
Nominal categories (low/ potential risk/ immediate risk) based on Are community risk SEK
numerous indicators, including: factors present?
if YES:
= Community Risk Factors Are there indications
« Demographics: race, income, education of change?
attainment, household type

«  Housing: tenure, cost burden if YES:
= Indications of Change IMMEDIATE
. . DISPLACEMENT RISK
« Recent demographic change (median
income, education attainment,
non-family households)

© «  Market strength
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. Opportunity Distribution
PEOPLE PROFILE: Example Strategies in South Corridor

Overall Opportunity: Low

Education: Low
Higher near 272" and S. 288" St
Economic Health: Moderate-High
Housing & Neighborhood: Low
Mobility & Transportation: High in Seattle,
Te

0
and Tacoma
Low south of Rainier Beach

Health & Environment: High — Very High
between Seattle and Tacoma

Low in Seattle and Tacoma

Opportunity
and
Lightrail

Service —
(South
Corridor)

Opportunity and Lightrail

Service —(East Corridor)

Opportunity Distribution
in North Corridor
Overall Opportunity: Mixed

Opportunity Categories
Education: Low near Everett
Economic Health: Low-Moderate

Housing & Neighborhood: High — King
Low — Snohomish

Mobility & Transportation: High
Health & Environment: Moderate - High

Opportunity
and
Lightrail

Service —
(North

Education, Economic Health, Housing & Neighborhood, Corridor)
Opportunity Distribution Mobility & Tr ion, and Health & i are
in East Corridor mostly high opportunity in station areas




Places of Opportunity

Tools for Including Equity in
Planning and Investment
Decisions

October 23,2013 + Meydenbauer Center « Bellevue, WA

Session outline

« Equity, Opportunity, and Place

= Overview of Opportunity Mapping

= SCI and Growing Transit Communities

» Measuring Equity with the STAR Rating System
= Case Study: Development Without Displacement

The components of place

1/12/2014

Introductions

+ Matt Martin
Research Associate

« Tim Parham
Real Estate Development Associate

 Rachel Miller
Associate Planner/Urban Designer

What do we mean by “equity’?

« Inter-generational environmental stewardship

« Basic human rights and opportunities for people
living today

« Investing in human capital for regional equity,
competitiveness, and sustainability

Place Matters:
space, race, and opportunity




_—

Place and equity

| Built Social
+ Land Use - Political
= Architecture « Economic
« Transportation * Cultural
« Scale - Demographic
+ Quality « Organizational
= Condition « Institutional

T

How opportunity mapping is being
used in regional equity planning

= Mississippi Gulf Coast
» Houston
* Austin

Opportunity Mapping

WA APA
October 2, 2013

Puget Sound Regional Council
TEe

1/12/2014

Using mapping to understand place
and opportunity T

« The Kirwan Institute pioneered
“Opportunity Mapping” 10 years ago

+ Multi-dimensional index at the
neighborhood level

+ Relative measure of opportunity
across cities, regions, and states

= Vividly illustrates community
inequities

= Valuable tool for informing place-
based initiatives as well as mobility
programs

SCI and Growing Transit Communities

* The Sustainable Communities Initiative (SCI)

» HUDs new approach to affirmatively furthering
fair housing: FHEA and RAI

« The process of developing a Puget Sound
opportunity index

= Ways opportunity mapping is being used to
build equity into the region

« Lessons learned and future opportunity
initiatives

GROWING TRANSIT COMMUNITIES

Implementation of regional
plans

Regional initiative housed at

PSRC

 $5 million grant from Partnership
for Sustainable Communities

Diverse coalition to promote
thriving and equitable transit
communities




« “Opportunity” is a situation or condition that places individuals in a
position to be more likely to succeed or excel.

< Opportunity structures are critical to opening pathways to success:
High-quality education

Healthy and safe environment

Stable housing

Sustainable employment

Political empowerment

Outlets for wealth-building

Positive social networks

Opportunity
Only includes urbanized
areas

20 indicators

Comparison of
neighborhoods across the
region

Equal number of
neighborhoods in each
opportunity category

Demographic

Overlays (Race

Opportunity
tribution by

Total population,
disabled population, and
foreign born population
are distributed fairly evenly
across the opportunity
spectrum.

Whites and Asians are
more concentrated in high
opportunity areas.

African Americans,
Latinos, and
American/Alaskan
Natives are more
concentrated in low
opportunity areas.

1/12/2014

Reading Test Scores  Access to Living Wage |\ o\ Transportation Cost; ~Distance to nearest park
(4™ Grade) Jobs g <y Cost per commute or open space

Transit access;

Job Growth Trends; % Proximity to Express

Change in Jobs from  Housing Stock Condition

Toxic waste; Proximity

Math Test Scores to Toxic Waste

m
FEEs) 2000-2010 BESHRS Release
Average Transit Fare Access to heathy food;
Student Poverty Unemployment Rate  Foreclosure Rate & percent of tract in food
desert
I ’ Walkability; % of
Teacher qualifications High Cost Loan Rate alkability; % o
commutes by walking
Graduation Rate Crime Index

1. Increase accessibility of low opportunity neighborhoods to
higher opportunity neighborhoods.

For example: Transit investments and funding should seek to
connect high and low opportunity neighborhoods.

2. Direct affordable housing investments to higher
opportunity  areas.

For example: Section 8 voucher holders receive a higher value
voucher for use in high opportunity neighborhoods.

3. Direct investments in education, health, and safety to
lower opportunity neighborhoods.

For example: Focus regional public health effort on low opportunity
neighborhoods.

Poverty
(Total # of

Below

Opportunity
bution by

Poverty

Half of people in
poverty live in low
opportunity areas.

75% of households
receiving public
assistance are in low
opportunity areas.




\ffordable

Opportunity
Distribution and

Total ousing _
cost-bur!eﬁ%ﬁwgﬁ
households, and HUD
units are all distributed
fairly evenly across the
opportunity spectrum.

Over half of Section 8
vouchers were used in
very low and low
opportunity areas.

BulRFEPBIFRGHRES of
HUD Site-Based Affordable
Housing

Use the Map to Help Advise
Voucher Holders to Move
towards Opportunity

Affordable Immediate
Affordable housing affordable
housing production housing
production; and preservation
improve preservation, and
access to monitor production,
community closely for business
change retention
Assess and Immediate
Assess and address needs for
address needs, seek affordable
community revitalization housing
needs, opportunitie preservation
monitor s, monitor and
changes closely for community
change stabilization

For More Information

Maps online at:
psrc.org = Growing Transit Communities = Social Equity

More information about Central Puget Sound maps:
Michael Hubner, 206-971-3278 or MHubner@psrc.org

More information ab ology/Displacement Index:
Sara Schott Nikolic, 206-971-3288 or snikolic@psrc.org

1/12/2014

o

Fair and Affordable Housing

* Results will be incorporated into a regional Fair Housing &
Equity Assessment (FHEA)

* Housing authorities promote ‘move to opportunity’ for
Section 8 voucher holders

« Prioritize housing resources in high opportunity areas
Regional Planning

« Transportation project prioritization

« Bicycle route prioritization

¢ Prioritize recommendations for transit communities
(i.e. station area typology)

« Regional map works as a conversation starter about social
equity

« Important to break down the ‘comprehensive index’ into
meaningful information (online maps work great)

¢ Calling neighborhoods low and high opportunity areas
creates controversy. Be ready to back it up with data.

EXTRA
SLIDES
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King County Housing Authority

¢ Resolution 5382. May 9, 2012
The Board of Commissioners of the Housing Authority of the County
of King hereby directs the staff to give strong consideration to
Opportunity Neighborhood indicators, such as education,
employment, access to food, parks and transportation, when
acquiring new properties, placing project-based Section 8 subsidies
and developing mobility counseling and other programs and to
integrate these criteria into the decision making on these programs to
the maximum extent possible.

e Currently 1/3 of KCHA's housing investments are located in
high or very high-opportunity neighborhoods, and over half
are in low or low-quality neighborhoods

« Consideration of neighborhood quality when acquiring new
properties and placing project-based vouchers

Based on UC-Berkeley Center for Community Innovation framework
for measuring susceptibility to gentrification

Nominal categories (low/ potential risk/ immediate risk) based on
numerous indicators, including:

= Community Risk Factors
« Demographics: race, income, education
attainment, household type
* Housing: tenure, cost burden
= Indications of Change

« Recent demographic change (median
income, education attainment,
non-family households)

© «  Market strength

1/12/2014

W

PEOPLE PROFILE

Are community
risk factors
present?

NO-
POTENTIAL
DISPLACEMENT

Are there
indications of

v

1 :
IMMEDIATE
DISPLACEMENT

Opportunity
Distribution in South

orridor
Overall Opportunity: Low

Education: Low
Higher near 272" and S. 288t St
Economic Health: Moderate-High
Housing & Neighborhood: Low

Mobility & Transportation: High in
Seattle and Tacoma

Low south of Rainier Beach

Health & Environment: High — Very
High between Seattle and Tacoma

Low in Seattle and Tacoma

Opporluni

Corridor)
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Opportunity
Distribution in North

orridor
Overall Opportunity: Mixed

Opportunity Categories
Education: Low near Everett
Economic Health: Low-Moderate

Housing & Neighborhood: High — King
Low—
Snohomish
Mobility & Transportation: High
Health & Environment: Moderate - High

Opportuni

Ly and
Service
(North
i Education, Economic Health, Housing & Neighborhood, Corridor)
. O_ppo_rtur_\lty Mobility & Transportation, and Health & Environment are
Distribution in East mostly high opportunity in station areas

 Case Study: Weinland Park

Er

the community from the t

ning

Using STAR to measure equity

Build a strong network of partners

» What can data tell us about equity and the built e Collaborative
environment? Lock ¢

- The STAR rating system s

 Equitable land use and access s

at all intervals: LIHTC, Habitat, NSP, CLT, etc

- Case Studies:
= Capitol Hill
= Shoreline
o Tukwila

- Case Study: Weinland Park - Case Study: Weinland Park
Work on multiple fronts simultaneously Be able to adjust to the changing impacts of
opportunity is dynamic equity N
Don't let failures derail the vision of equityand  COnclusion
inclusion « Successful and sustained equity
planning requires focused, intentional
commitment

mmunity in advance for the

« Planning for development without
that will develop:

displacement is a challenging and
ongoing endeavor
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