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IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn    
Over the course of the next 20 years, Downtown Seattle is projected to add 13,500 new 
households and 60,000 jobs, making Downtown both Seattle’s second largest residential area 
and its largest job center.  This scale of planned development within a relatively compact 1.5-
square mile footprint, while promising new opportunities for new and future residents, also has 
the potential to exert physical, economic, and cultural displacement pressures on many of 
Downtown’s most vulnerable households, businesses, and neighborhood institutions.  
Downtown Seattle has seen dramatic economic and cultural change over the last several 
decades, with many longtime residents already displaced, and many others facing current 
displacement pressures. 
 
To proactively address ongoing and potential displacement risks, this memo details a targeted 
set of potential anti-displacement strategies building on the robust suite of existing City of 
Seattle programs and policies, national best practices, as well as local community feedback.  
The strategies are organized around the three types of displacement outlined in the City’s Anti-
Displacement Action Plan: physical, economic, and cultural displacement. 
 
PPllaann  AArreeaa  OOvveerrvviieeww    
For the purposes of the Regional Center Plan, Downtown Seattle is composed of five distinct 
neighborhoods, each with its own set of unique demographic, economic, and cultural 
characteristics:  Denny Triangle; Belltown; Commercial Core; Pioneer Square; and the 
Chinatown-International District (CID).  These neighborhoods include some of Seattle’s fastest-
growing and most affluent neighborhoods (Denny Triangle, Belltown) as well as neighborhoods 
with relatively lower incomes, high socioeconomic vulnerability, and significant risk of 
displacement.  In particular, Pioneer Square and the CID are two Downtown neighborhoods 
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with a large number of lower-income households, small businesses, and BIPOC residents with 
heightened socioeconomic vulnerabilities.    
 
RRaacciiaall  EEqquuiittyy  TToooollkkiitt  ((RREETT))  OOuuttccoommeess    
The strategies proposed below have been prepared considering the RET outcomes identified 
for the Downtown Plan Area:  
 

• Arts and Culture Representation: A thriving, creative community lives in, works in, and 
shapes the Downtown experience. 

 
• Access to Housing: Downtown offers diverse housing options that support where 

people are in their lives without creating a cost burden. 
 

• Access to Employment and Creating Businesses: Downtown is a center for businesses 
of all sizes that create financial opportunity and stability for entrepreneurs, owners and 
employees. 

 
WWhhaatt  iiss  DDiissppllaacceemmeenntt??    
The Anti-Displacement Action Plan published by the City of Seattle in March 2025 defines 
displacement as when households are forced to move involuntarily for economic or physical 
reasons or are prevented from moving into a neighborhood because of high rents or home 
prices.  As described by the Action Plan, displacement is often concurrent with broad 
neighborhood change and gentrification.  It can occur in several ways: 
• Physical displacement can occur through eviction, acquisition, rehabilitation, or demolition 
of housing; when covenants expire on rent-restricted housing; and due to other factors, such 
as climate impacts. 
• Economic displacement happens as housing becomes less affordable and residents can no 
longer weather rising rents or the costs of homeownership, like property taxes. 
• Cultural displacement occurs as residents relocate because their cultural community is 
leaving, and culturally relevant businesses and institutions lose their customer base or 
membership.   
 
SSuummmmaarryy  ooff  KKeeyy  FFiinnddiinnggss  aanndd  RReeccoommmmeennddaattiioonnss  FFrroomm  EExxiissttiinngg  
CCoonnddiittiioonnss  RReeppoorrtt    
 
SSiiggnniiffiiccaanntt  ppoorrttiioonnss  ooff  tthhee  RReeggiioonnaall  CCeenntteerr  eexxppeerriieennccee  eelleevvaatteedd  ddiissppllaacceemmeenntt  pprreessssuurrees.  
Figure 1 below displays displacement risk across the Downtown Regional Center.  
Displacement risks are highest for both residents and businesses in the southern portion of 
the Plan Area, including Pioneer Square and the CID.  Indeed, examining the city as a whole, 
the Southern portion of the Plan Area has some of the highest displacement risks in Seattle as 
of 2022.   
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Figure 1: 2022 Seattle Displacement Risk Index, Downtown Regional Center 

 
Source: City of Seattle, 2024. 

  
HHoouusseehhoolldd  lliivviinngg  ddoowwnnttoowwnn  aarree  oovveerrwwhheellmmiinnggllyy  rreenntteerrss,,  aanndd  aa  ssiiggnniiffiiccaanntt  ppoorrttiioonn  ppaayy  mmoorree  
tthhaann  3300  ppeerrcceenntt  ooff  tthheeiirr  ggrroossss  hhoouusseehhoolldd  iinnccoommee  ttoowwaarrddss  hhoouussiinngg  ccoossttss, indicating a risk of 
economic displacement in the absence of tenant protections of rent restrictions. 
 
TThhee  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  RReeggiioonnaall  CCeenntteerr  ccoonnttaaiinnss  nneeaarrllyy  ddoouubbllee  tthhee  sshhaarree  ooff  eexxttrreemmeellyy  llooww--iinnccoommee  
hhoouusseehhoollddss  ((2244  ppeerrcceenntt))  rreellaattiivvee  ttoo  tthhee  CCiittyy  ooff  SSeeaattttllee  ((1155  ppeerrcceenntt))  aanndd  PPuuggeett  SSoouunndd  RReeggiioonn  
((1122  ppeerrcceenntt)); Downtown households with lower incomes experience higher levels of housing 
cost burden, with half of all extremely low-income households spending more than 50 percent 
of their income on housing.   
 
OOff  tthhee  7766  aaffffoorrddaabbllee  hhoouussiinngg  ddeevveellooppmmeennttss  llooccaatteedd  DDoowwnnttoowwnn,,  oonnee--tthhiirrdd  hhaavvee  rreenntt  
rreessttrriiccttiioonnss  tthhaatt  hhaavvee  eexxppiirreedd  ((1155  bbuuiillddiinnggss  wwiitthh  11,,114400  uunniittss))  oorr  aarree  eexxppiirriinngg  bbyy  22002299  ((1100  
pprroojjeeccttss  wwiitthh  886633  uunniittss)), indicating the need for preservation efforts to address the risk of 
physical displacement for households living in these developments.  Figure 2 below shows the 
geographic distribution of these projects by expiration status and number of units Although 
many of these properties are owned by mission-driven organizations unlikely to raise rents to 
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reflect prevailing market rates, residents of these at-risk properties remain at critical threat of 
displacement, unless acquired and or refinanced with new deed restrictions and affordability 
covenants, along with initial efforts to support existing residents.   
  
Figure 2: Downtown Regional Center LIHTC Projects by 30-Year Affordability 
Expiration and Number of Units 

 
Sources: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development LIHTC Database; BAE, 2024.  

 
DDoowwnnttoowwnn  iiss  hhoommee  ttoo  aa  llaarrggee  nnuummbbeerr  ooff  ssmmaallll  bbuussiinneesssseess,,  iinncclluuddiinngg  ffaammiillyy--oowwnneedd  aanndd  
hheerriittaaggee  bbuussiinneesssseess. These businesses face increasing economic pressures, particularly in 
Pioneer Square and the CID. Businesses in older commercial structures on properties zoned to 
allow for higher densities are at a particular risk for redevelopment. New development may not 
provide comparable commercial space at lease rates affordable to existing tenants’ business 
models.  
 
MMaajjoorr  ppllaannnneedd  ttrraannssiitt  aanndd  ootthheerr  ppuubblliicc  iinnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  pprroojjeeccttss  hhaavvee  tthhee  ppootteennttiiaall  ttoo  ddiissrruupptt  
eexxiissttiinngg  nneeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd  bbuussiinneessss  ddiissttrriiccttss aabbsseenntt  pprrooaaccttiivvee  bbuussiinneessss  aassssiissttaannccee  eeffffoorrttss. In 
addition to various construction-related impacts that can interfere with normal business 
operations and deter customers, transit and other infrastructure improvements will also affect 
land values, which can incentivize the redevelopment of older properties and displace 
longtime business and neighborhood institutions.   
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AAnnttii--DDiissppllaacceemmeenntt  SSttrraatteeggiieess    
The following strategies include a mix of proposed policies and programs grouped into three 
broad categories that address physical, economic, and cultural displacement.   

 
PPhhyyssiiccaall  AAnnttii--DDiissppllaacceemmeenntt  SSttrraatteeggiieess  ffoorr  RReessiiddeennttss    
 

11.. PPrreesseerrvvee  EExxiissttiinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg  wwiitthh  EExxppiirriinngg  IInnccoommee  RReessttrriiccttiioonnss 
1a. Continue to conduct outreach to affordable housing property owners to 

refinance and preserve existing affordable housing with currently expired or 
soon to expire affordable housing deed restrictions and/or covenants.    

1b. Leverage existing funding sources and explore new public and private sources 
to fund the acquisition and refinance of properties at risk of conversion to 
market rates.  
 

22.. PPrroommoottee  CCoommmmuunniittyy  OOwwnneerrsshhiipp  ooff  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  PPrrooppeerrttiieess  tthhrroouugghh  CCoommmmuunniittyy  LLaanndd  
TTrruussttss  

2a. Building on successful examples of community land trust-sponsored projects in 
other Seattle neighborhoods which serve lower-income household with high 
risks of displacement, provide technical assistance and financial support to 
community and tenant organizations exploring the feasibility of acquiring 
existing residential properties.   

2b. Conduct outreach to public and private funding partners to explore the 
feasibility of establishing a dedicated fund for the purpose of supporting 
community acquisition of residential properties.   

 
EEccoonnoommiicc  AAnnttii--DDiissppllaacceemmeenntt  SSttrraatteeggiieess  ffoorr  RReessiiddeennttss    
 

33.. CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  SSuuppppoorrtt  tthhee  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg  tthhrroouugghhoouutt  tthhee  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  
RReeggiioonnaall  CCeenntteerr.  

3a. Increase focus on affordable housing development efforts in neighborhoods 
with the highest socioeconomic needs and displacement risks.   

3b. Leverage publicly owned sites to create a managed pipeline of housing 
development opportunities for affordable housing developers.  

3c. Continue to seek new public and private sources to fund affordable housing; 
this may include District-scale tax increment financing as feasible.  
 

44.. EExxpplloorree  tthhee  CCrreeaattiioonn  EEnnhhaanncceedd  TTeennaanntt  PPrrootteeccttiioonnss  ffoorr  LLoowweerr--IInnccoommee  RReenntteerrss..    
4a. Expand the suite of tenant protection strategies that conform with Washington 

State law and provide tenants with legal assistance, financial support, and 
other resources in the event that they face eviction or displacement.  
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55.. CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  IImmpplleemmeenntt  CCoommmmuunniittyy  PPrreeffeerreenncceess  ffoorr  RReennttaall  aanndd  OOwwnneerrsshhiipp  HHoouussiinngg  aass  
AAlllloowweedd  tthhee  tthhrroouugghh  tthhee  CCiittyy’’ss  EExxiissttiinngg  CCoommmmuunniittyy  PPrreeffeerreennccee  PPoolliiccyy..  

5a. Work with nonprofit and community-based organizations to tailor community 
preference policies for each eligible Downtown neighborhood.  

 
CCuullttuurraall  aanndd  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  AAnnttii--DDiissppllaacceemmeenntt  SSttrraatteeggiieess    
 

66.. DDeevveelloopp  aanndd  IImmpplleemmeenntt  aa  SSmmaallll  BBuussiinneessss  AAssssiissttaannccee  PPrrooggrraamm  iinn  AAnnttiicciippaattiioonn  ooff  
PPllaannnneedd  TTrraannssiitt  aanndd  OOtthheerr  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  IImmpprroovveemmeennttss..   

6a. Partner with Sound Transit, other public sector agencies, and private funders 
to create a comprehensive business assistance and anti-displacement 
program modeled on the example of the Central Corridor Funders Collaborative 
in Minneapolis-Saint Paul.  

6b. Design a tailored program to provide small businesses and community 
institutions with support such as legal assistance, marketing assistance, new 
signage, and financial resources such as grants or forgivable loans.  

6c. Prioritize assistance efforts to support BIPOC- and immigrant-owned 
businesses.  

6d. Provide technical assistance to new and existing businesses and community 
organizations to qualify for Equitable Development Initiative funding, ensuring 
that proposed projects meet the six key Equity Drivers outlined in the 
Implementation Plan. 

 
77.. IInnccrreeaassee  FFuunnddiinngg  aanndd  SSuuppppoorrtt  ffoorr  EExxiissttiinngg  BBIIAAss  aanndd  NNoonnpprrooffiittss  SSeerrvviinngg  AAtt--RRiisskk  

NNeeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd  BBuussiinneessss  DDiissttrriiccttss..   
7a. Work with existing BIAs in Pioneer Square and the CID to provide increased 

financial and technical support for small businesses, including but not limited 
to: rent support and mitigation; renovations and improvements; and special 
events and attractions to draw increased visitation and spending.   

7b. Support the Little Saigon 2030 Action Plan  
7c. Convene a working group of existing organizations to study the feasibility of 

using community land trusts, Equitable Development Initiative funds, and/or 
other community development financing tools to acquire and improve existing 
commercial properties.  

 
88.. CCoonnssiiddeerr  AAddooppttiinngg  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  PPrreesseerrvvaattiioonn  ZZoonneess  ffoorr  BBuussiinneessss  DDiissttrriiccttss  aanndd  CCoorrrriiddoorrss  

aatt  HHiigghh  RRiisskk  ooff  DDiissppllaacceemmeenntt..    
8a. Conduct a study to determine the feasibility and economic impacts of creating 

commercial preservation zones in the CID generally and Little Saigon 
specifically.   

8b. As a strategy for addressing both commercial and cultural displacement, work 
with commercial property owners of underutilized warehouse and light 
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industrial buildings to consider the feasibility and economic impacts of 
preserving these buildings for future use as entertainment venues, and/or 
production, distribution and repair businesses.   
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AAppppeennddiixx  AA::  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  PPrreesseerrvvaattiioonn  ZZoonnee  CCaassee  SSttuuddiieess  
 
Cities across the United States have utilized zoning overlays as a method to both promote and 
control new development within specific neighborhoods. Zoning can be a powerful community 
and commercial preservation tool, helping to ensure that existing businesses can stay in place 
and that any new development is consistent with the existing neighborhood. Preservation 
zoning can include urban design guidelines, prioritizing certain commercial uses, or 
emphasizing a specific cultural heritage in the planning process.   
 
CCaassee  SSttuuddiieess    
 
SSaann  FFrraanncciissccoo  CCuullttuurraall  DDiissttrriiccttss  
“The Cultural Districts program is a place-making and place-keeping program that preserves, 
strengthens and promotes cultural communities. There are ten Cultural Districts located 
across San Francisco, each embodying a unique cultural heritage. The program is a 
partnership between community and City and is coordinated by the Mayor’s Office of Housing 
and Community Development, in collaboration with the Office of Economic and Workforce 
Development, SF Planning, and Arts Commission.” The Cultural Districts have their own 
Special Area Design Guidelines, to ensure that the design elements respond to the unique 
characteristics1.  
 
BBoossttoonn  CChhiinnaattoowwnn  RReezzoonniinngg  
“Since the late 19th century, Boston’s Chinatown has been a gateway for generations of 
immigrants and families, and the neighborhood continues to be a hub for housing, business 
and employment opportunities, education and resource sharing, and social and cultural 
connectivity. The purpose of the Chinatown Rezoning process is to work with community 
members to identify key neighborhood assets, such as housing, commercial development, and 
cultural spaces, which are necessary for the continued success of Chinatown, and establish 
zoning regulations for land uses and dimensions that ensure the protection and promotion of 
such developments.” Learn more: www.bostonplans.org/planning-zoning/zoning-
initiatives/chinatown-rezoning-process 
  
NNeeww  YYoorrkk  CCiittyy  SSppeecciiaall  PPuurrppoossee  DDiissttrriiccttss  
“The City Planning Commission has been designating special zoning districts since 1969 to 
achieve specific planning and urban design objectives in defined areas with unique 
characteristics. Special districts respond to specific conditions; each special district 
designated by the Commission stipulates zoning requirements and/or zoning incentives 
tailored to distinctive qualities that may not lend themselves to generalized zoning and 
standard development.” 

 
1 An example of these guidelines for 24th Street is an example of this strategy.   
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Some of the special purpose districts are focused on incentivizing new development, both 
commercial and residential, while others are focused on preservation of commercial uses and 
historic character.  
 
Learn more: https://www.nyc.gov/site/planning/zoning/districts-tools/special-purpose-
districts.page 
 
LLooss  AAnnggeelleess  LLooccaall  HHiissttoorriicc  DDiissttrriiccttss  
“The City’s local historic districts program aims to identify and protect the distinctive 
architectural and cultural resources of Los Angeles’s historic neighborhoods. Designating a 
neighborhood as a local historic district—also called a Historic Preservation Overlay Zone 
(HPOZ)—means that any new projects in that neighborhood must complement its historic 
character. Like other zoning overlays, HPOZs provide an additional layer of planning control 
during the project review process. All exterior work proposed in an HPOZ, including 
landscaping, alterations, additions, and new construction, is subject to additional review. Each 
district has a Preservation Plan with design guidelines and an HPOZ Board that reviews 
proposed work. Some projects are reviewed at a staff level, while others also go to the 
district’s HPOZ Board for consultation and review.” 
 
Learn more: https://planning.lacity.gov/preservation-design/local-historic-districts 
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The Downtown plan 
has engaged with 
several different 
audiences

1
4
youth work session
pop-up events

4 small-group discussions (+ Tahoma 
Peak conversations underway)

2 artist-led event documentations
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Downtown 
Seattle

FREE!

B I N G O

3
5
pop-up events
follow-up small-group discussions

1 community workshop + survey

Phase Two Engagement

1 draft plan workshop

Phase One Engagement
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More Collective 
Community 
Support

Put People First

Housing Downtown 
Leaves People Out

Keep Growing 
Downtown 
Activations

Go Big in Arts + 
Culture

Make Processes 
Easier

“Love and 
care”

“support for 
homeless and 

needy”

“more activities for 
all ages, not just in 

the summer”

“more activity!”

“more arts 
programming”

“more supportive 
services for drug 

users”

“people need more 
housing and shelters. 

It is dangerous to 
live outside as an 
unhoused person”

“downtown should be a 
liveable place”

“have stuff 
down here!”

“more 
entertainment, 

more bars”

“not enough kids 
programming”

“more people 
focused!”

“not just for 
business”

“its too expensive”

“cost of living 
makes it hard to 

set anything aside”

“would like to 
walk more”

“I would like 
to see our city 
become more 

vibrant”

“we need 
something 

really generous 
and big and 
impresive”

“people need a 
reson to come 

downtown”

“there is a lot 
of activation 

happening and i 
want to see more of 

that”

“we need to have 
clean streets so 

that it is inviting 
for folks to want 

to come in”

“we need more and 
better ideas about 

what to do for [the 
city’s] homeless 

situation”

“it’s great to see 
people utalizing 

the sidewalks and 
taking trasnsit”

“we need 
sustainable 

systems put in 
place for artists 
throughout the 

city”

“we need permanent space 
that we can actually 
own and not just be 
kicked out of when a 

neighborhood improves”

“more space 
for people to 

create art and 
gather”

“more celebration”

“the thing that 
i need most is 

space to create 
our art”

“there is a lot of 
equipment, materials, and 

tools that go into the 
things that we make and 
we need space for thoose 

things”

“missing some 
diversity in the 

types of people who 
qualify for housing 

assistance”

“land acquisition and 
development costs 

are just too high to 
make many projects 

downtown seem 
feasible”

“we are leaving 
behind aging, 

refugee, elderly 
and low-income 

workfoce (50-80% 
ami) 

“there are fewer people 
around which has domino 

effects for safety and 
livability”

“cultural areas like cid 
have many bipoc businesses, 

but the regulations in 
cultural areas feel like a 

concentration of barriers”

“many 
available 

spaces are too 
big for small 

shops”

“long 
permit lines 

without 
a central 
point of 
contact”

“businesses can 
sit on empty 

space for up to 
a year bc they 

are waiting for 
permits”

“not everyone is 
well-served by 
transit at the 

moment”

“neighborhoods such 
as pioneer square 

feel a sense of we’re 
in this together”

“the 
neighborhoods 
feel like their 

own small 
towns”

“there is a high 
mental cost to 

having to worry 
about what kinds 
of interactions 

you might have on 
a daily basis”

Emerging Downtown Themes

“crime, especially 
along 3rd avenue 

is bad”

“police are not 
responsive”“Make SurE 

downtown 
is not a food 

desert”

“More play grounds at 
ground level and Sky 

level. Plus more daycare 
services affordable for 

everyone.”

“Convert 
Vacant officE 

space into 
affordable 
housing !”

“there are a lot of 
Unoccupied upstairs space 

that would
 make great housing “

“[we need] a Sense of 
safety for us to allow our 

children to room freely 
about our neighborhoods & 

downtown”

“Too Many 
Boarded up 

Business Spaces“

“Use under-utiliz spaces 
for pop-UP businesses. 

reduce permitting 
barriers”

“Central park over  I -5 
! Play grounds, lawn 
water features, ball 

fields, running paths“”

“Focus energy
 and vitality at
 train stations.

 ferries

“Redesign 
Streets for 
low speed”

“more pop-
up concerts / 

performances in 
public spaces”

“More public 
restrooms”

“art walk map 
across the

entire city”

“More Art and 
retail opportunites 

to bring vibrancy 
to these areas”
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Pop-up events at Westlake Park1, 
Hing Hay Park2 and the Lantern 
Festival3 drew in 91 community 
comments. 

Conversations with community 
members focused on the 
need for more arts & culture 
programming, support services 
for unhoused people, the high 
cost of living.

Pop-Up Events

1

2

3



Page 11

Westlake Park Pop-Up
1

I Live with my family + 
dog in Ballard. My home 

is comfortable. I wish 
Downtown had more housing 
for everyone to help solve 

the crisis.

▶ Downtown should have more support for 
unhoused people
▶ There should be programming and activities 
year-round
▶ Downtown needs more culturally-inclusive 
spaces
▶ This should be an actionable plan

Today is struggling. When 
I think about Downtown’s 
future, I am inspired by 

business re-opening and 
believe that this will make 

Downtown more inclusive of 
all people. 

I see Seattle’s creative spirit 
alive and well in CID Downtown 

when I walk past and take in 
WingLuke Museum. If only we 
had more culturally rooted 

galleries to celebrate our 
history, art, and culture more!

I often go to pike place 
because it has the best spirit. 

Downtown could use more 
human services and 

support to support residents, 
workers, and visitors alike.

“Love and care”

“This should be a 
plan for action”

“support for 
homeless and 

needy”

“more activities for 
all ages, not just in 

the summer”

“more activity!”

“more arts 
programming”

“more supportive 
services for drug 

users”I often go to theatre because 
it has the best productions 
Downtown could use more 
clenup of streets and 
homeless/drug addict 

support services to support 
residents, workers, and visitors 

alike.

Today is bright. When I think 
about Downtown’s future, I am 
inspired by food and believe 
that this will make Downtown 

more inclusive of culture. 

“people need more 
housing and shelters. 

It is dangerous to 
live outside as an 
unhoused person”

I often go to chinatown 
because it has the best 

noodles. Downtown could 
use more nightlife to 

support residents, workers, 
and visitors alike.

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture
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Hing Hay Park Pop-Up
2

▶ Cost of living/housing is too high
▶ Downtown feels focused on business
▶ There should be more entertainment, 
especially for kids
▶ Downtown is too car-centric

I see Seattle’s creative spirit alive 
and well in Chinatown Downtown 
when I walk past and take in free 
movie nights. If only we had more 
more cultural food festivals 
and performances to celebrate 
our history, art, and culture more!

Today is car centric  When I 
think about Downtown’s future, 
I am inspired by copenhagen 
and believe that this will make 
Downtown more inclusive of 

bikers, walkers, all people. 

I Live with alone in 
apartment. My home is 
safe space/comfort. I 

wish Downtown had more 
walkable and gathering 

space housing for all 
incomes, especially low-

income.

I Live with 6 roommates in a 
house. My home is bustling. 

I wish Downtown had more 
affordable  housing for 

everyone.

I Live with my parents, 
sister , and dog in single-

family home. My home is 
spacious with outdoor 

space. I wish Downtown had 
affordable  housing for 

everyone.

“share the 
wealth”

“downtown should be a 
liveable place”

“have stuff down 
here!”

“more 
entertainment, 

more bars”
“not enough kids 

programming”
“more people 

focused!”
“not just for 

business”
“i currently go out 

of the city to do 
fun things with 

kids”

“the vibe brings 
people here - 
diversity and 
innovation”

“its too expensive”

“cost of living 
should be lower”

“cost of living 
makes it hard to 

set anything aside”

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture
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I often go to pike street press 
because it has the best stuff! 

Downtown could use more social 
workers to suport residents, 

workers, and visitors alike.

The Lantern Festival Pop-Up | Freeway Park
3

▶ Downtown could be more pedestrian-friendly
▶ More festivals/programing would draw people 
Downtown
▶ Downtown should be more inclusive of low-
income people

“seattle 
needs covered 

walkways”

I often go to qfc because it has 
the best groceries Downtown 
could use more festivals to 
suport residents, workers, and 

visitors alike.

Today is growing  When I think 
about Downtown’s future, I am 

inspired by potential and believe 
that this will make Downtown more 
inclusive of people of all socio-

economic backgrounds. 

Today is vibrant  When I think 
about Downtown’s future, I am 

inspired by artist + creators 
and believe that this will make 
Downtown more inclusive of 
visitors + locals alike.

I Live with girlfriend and 
dog in 3-bedroom home. 
My home is green. I wish 

Downtown had abundant 
housing for low-income 

people.

“would like to 
walk more”

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture
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Transportation Plan Meeting Pop-Up
4

▶ Pedestrian friendly and transit accessible streets 
are a priority for residents
▶ Free public events and food trucks will help draw 
people in
▶ We are in a housing crisis and need to prioritize 
thoose that are unhoused in new development

“more food 
trucks”

“zoning code is 
too complicated”

“gaps in bike 
network around 
the waterfront”

I see Seattle’s creative spirit alive and 
well in pike place Downtown when 
I walk past and take in market. If 
only we had more historic areas 

to celebrate our history, art, and 
culture more!

I see Seattle’s creative spirit alive 
and well in central district 

Downtown when I walk past and 
take in small businesses + art. 

If only we had better service for 
streets to celebrate our history, 

art, and culture more!

I see Seattle’s creative spirit alive and 
well in the cid Downtown when 
I walk past and take in all the 

street artIf only we had housing 
for all to celebrate our history, art, 

and culture more!
I often go to sam because 

it has the best art 
Downtown could use 

more safety to suport 
residents, workers, and 

visitors alike.

I often go to pike place 
because it has the best of 
everything Downtown 

could use more food 
trucks and open 
markets to suport 

residents, workers, and 
visitors alike.

I often go to the pier 
because it has the best 

pedestrian walkway 
Downtown could use 

more housing to suport 
residents, workers, and 

visitors alike.

I often go to cid 
because it has the best 
transit,food,events 

Downtown could use more 
accessible public events 
to suport residents, workers, 

and visitors alike.

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture
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Youth visited the City of 
Seattle Planning Office and 
created a mood map of how 
they were feeling about 
specific parts of Downtown.

Youth Workshop

angry about 
highway

lots of sunny 
feelings around 

pike place

sad about 
homelessness

Happy about 
chinatown/food
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LeLeita McKILL conducted 
interviews at the Seattle Arts Fair 
2023 and Vivid Matter Collectives 
“Subway Cypher” Event in 
Occidental Square.

Conversations with artists 
focused on the need for more 
permanent space to create art, 
system-wide city investments, 
and the importance of 
activations to draw people in.

Artist-Led Event 
Documentations
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Seattle Arts Fair
▶ Street activation is important to drawing people into the 
patron the arts
▶ We need more creative solutions to help house people
▶ Downtown’s arts scene is really important to the larger 
artistic community in Seattle 
▶ Artists are currently supporting each other, but the City 
could do more to engage with this group

“I would like 
to see our city 
become more 

vibrant”

“we need 
something 

really generous 
and big and 
impresive”

“people need a 
reson to come 

downtown”

“there is a lot 
of activation 

happening and i 
want to see more of 

that”

“we need to have 
clean streets so 

that it is inviting 
for folks to want 

to come in”

“I live and work 
in pioneer 

square”

“we need more and 
better ideas about 

what to do for [the 
city’s] homeless 

situation”

“why not house 
people in some of 

these [empty] spots?”

“I don’t feel that 
the city is able to 
tap into the artist 
entrepreneurial 

spirit”

“it’s great to see 
people utalizing 

the sidewalks and 
taking trasnsit”

“there are so many 
folks who are out 

there ... supporting the 
arts and supporting 

community”“even artists that 
don’t have a studio 
in pioneer square 
can still think of 
it as their artistic 

home”

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture



Page 25

Vivid Matter Collective
▶ Artists need more permanent space
▶ Artists need more space to actually create and build their 
artworks
▶ Art is what draws people into the city and it should be 
invested in at a system-wide level

“we need sustainable 
systems put in 

place for artists 
throughout the city”

“we need space”

“we need permanent space 
that we can actually 
own and not just be 
kicked out of when a 

neighborhood improves”

“artists are the best 
tenants because when we 
find a place that we feel 
safe, we will stay there 

forever”

“when they take away 
my pieces the walls lose 

protection”

“more space for 
people to create art 

and gather”

“more celebration”

“lets spend some 
money on what 

draws people into 
the city”

“the thing that i 
need most is space to 

create our art”

“there is a lot of 
equipment, materials, 

and tools that go 
into the things that 
we make and we need 

space for thoose 
things”

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture
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Small-group discussions took 
take place around each of the 
Draft RET Outcome topics, 
as well as additional sessions 
around youth and indigenous 
perspectives. 

These conversations focused 
on Downtown safety and 
perceptions of safety, need for 
different types of housing, strong 
community ties, and barriers to 
business operations. 

Small-Group Discussions 
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Housing

▶ Safety for Downtown residents is a concern
▶ Improved neighborhood quality and nearby-services are 
needed to attract more families
▶ There is a need for many types of housing 
▶ Preparing for seismic retrofits in the CID will be important
▶ We need to add more affordable housing in the areas with the 
best concentrations of resources

What has worked well for you and your organization 
as you’ve looked to build or promote housing 
Downtown?

What challenges does your organization face?

“pike place market 
area and housing 

have been working 
well”

“we have some 
preserved subsidized 

housing units 
in slu that feel 

important”

“the development 
bonus is helpful 

here”

“in the central area, 
lihi partnered with a 

church to do a tiny house 
village, which then turned 

into a project for more 
permanent transitional 

housing”

“we talk to a lot 
of people around 

30% ami facing 
displacement risk 

in the cid”

“it is difficult to 
get funding for 30% 
ami housing if you 
aren’t addressing 

chronic homelessness 
specifically”

“not enough healthy 
housing options: 
sobriety focused 
or for refugee / 

immigrant groups”

“missing some 
diversity in the 

types of people who 
qualify for housing 

assistance”

“land acquisition and 
development costs 

are just too high to 
make many projects 

downtown seem 
feasible”

“crime, 
especially 
along 3rd 

avenue is bad”

“we are leaving 
behind aging, 

refugee, elderly 
and low-income 

workfoce (50-80% 
ami) 

“there are fewer 
people around 

which has domino 
effects for safety 

and livability”

“everything is tied 
to lihtc but that 
doesn’t meet all 

needs”
“police are not 

responsive”

Housing Draft RET
Downtown offers diverse housing options that 
support where people are in their lives without 
creating a cost burden
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Employment Access
▶ Health and safety, as well as transportation into Downtown are 
concerns for businesses
▶ The City should review it’s own barriers to starting and opening 
businesses
▶ Various Downtown neighborhoods operate under different 
regulatory frameworks and varying levels of access to capital
▶ There is a strong sense of community support among business 
owners
▶ Foot-traffic of office workers has not returned 
▶ The City should be strategic around priority corridor investments

“light rail and 
buses help many 

access Downtown 
employment”

What aspects of Downtown make it a good place to 
work or do business?

What makes Downtown a challenging place to 
work or do business?

“not everyone is 
well-served by 
transit at the 

moment”

“the 
walkability is 

nice”
“there used to be 

an after-work 
culture of happy 
hours, shops, nice 

dinner spots”

“tourist-oriented 
businesses have 
seen a pre-covid 

return”
“centrally 

located businesses 
like feeling 
like they are 

ambassadors to 
Seattle visitors”

“some businesses 
have been able to 

partner with larger 
orgs and have found 

success via event-
based ideas”

“neighborhoods such 
as pioneer square 

feel a sense of we’re 
in this together”

“the neighborhoods 
feel like their own 

small towns”

“it feels like 
perceptions about 
safety are worse 

than reality”

“businesses are 
relocating or 

adjusting hours in 
response to safety 

concerns”

“people have mental 
pictures of pre-

pandemic Seattle and 
can’t reconcile the 

visual impact of more 
homelessness”

“there is a high 
mental cost to 

having to worry 
about what kinds 
of interactions 

you might have on 
a daily basis”

“tourists are back, but 
office workers are still 

way down”

“added costs 
and process 
associated 

with historic 
districts”

“cultural areas like cid 
have many bipoc businesses, 

but the regulations in 
cultural areas feel like a 

concentration of barriers”

“many 
available 

spaces are too 
big for small 

shops”

“long 
permit lines 

without 
a central 
point of 
contact”

“businesses can 
sit on empty 

space for up to 
a year bc they 

are waiting for 
permits”

Employment Access Draft RET
Downtown is a center for businesses - of all sizes - 
that create financial opportunity and stability for 
entrepreneurs, owners and employees. 
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Arts and Culture
▶The City needs to demonstrate a sustained, increased, and 
coordinated commitment to the arts world
▶Space is needed - all kinds, all sizes
▶Artists aren’t fairly compensated for their work
▶Safety concerns are growing
▶Construction projects are long and disruptive
▶Center racial equity and bring Black, Indigenous, and Brown artists 
back home Downtown

What has worked well for your organization as you have 
promoted/created/experienced art Downtown?

What challenges does your organization face?

“overall, 
public transit 

is working/
downtown is easy 

to access”

“downtown is a 
central homebase 
for artists to go”

“partnerships make 
events bigger and 

spaces safer”

“relationships with 
landlords has 

been working well 
(Seattle restored)”

“ties to 
business 

community 
improved 

during Covid”

“neighborhoods like 
the cid have existing 

social fabric that 
helps arts/culture 
initiatives thrive”

“hing hay park is 
fantastic - we used to 

have dance sessions 
there and it made the 

space feel safer”

“partnerships are 
so valuable - it 

was great to bring 
together different 

orgs”

“funding is a 
big challenge 
for artists”

“FUNDING IS BIASED AND 
ONLY ABOUT IDENTITY, 
THERE SHOULD BE SPACE 

FOR EXPLORATION OF 
IDENTITY IN SO MANY 

DIFFERENT WAYS”

“tRANSPORTATION SAFETY 
IS GETTING WORSE - WE 
KNOW HAVE TO ESCORT 
YOUNG PEOPLE TO AND 

FROM OUR BUILDINGS AND 
LIGHT RAIL/ BUS STOPS”

“SOME OF OUR 
PARTICIPANTS HAVE 
FELT UNSAFE AND 

TRIGGERED WHEN GOING 
TO REHEARSE AT THE 

SYMPHONY, SO WE HAVE 
STOPED GOING”

“IT’S VERY HARD TO 
CREATE ART WITHOUT 

STABILITY”

“AFFORDABLE SPACE 
IS A CONCERN, BOTH 

WORKING AND LIVING”

“WE NEED MORE 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
TO REDUCE LEVELS OF 

HOMELESSNESS”

“THE CITY NEEDS 
TO PURCHASE MORE 

PROPERTY TO 
PRESERVE SPACE IN 
THE COMMUNITY IN 

PERPETUITY”

“ACCESS TO SPACE IS 
AN ISSUE DOWNTOWN, 

UNLESS YOU OWN 
SOMETHING”

“WE NEED TO BE 
WRITTEN INTO 
THE BUDGET”

“ARTISTS AREN’T 
TREATED AS BUSINESS 
OWNERS, BUT WE ARE”

“ARTS COMMUNITY HEARING 
SIMILAR QUESTIONS FROM 

MULTIPLE CITY DEPARTMENTS 
- FEELS LIKE THERE IS A LOT OF 

FRACTURED EFFORTS”

“CONCERN ABOUT STABILITY 
AS LARGE PROJECTS HAPPEN 
- WATERFRONT AND SOUND 

TRANSIT”

Arts and Culture Draft RET
A thriving, creative community lives in, works in, and 
shapes the Downtown experience.
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Youth
▶ More spaces where kids can just hang out
▶ Youth are a transit-dependant population
▶ Safety for kids, both experienced and perceived is important
▶ If we want families to live Downtown, we need mixed-income 
housing and public schools
▶ Youth need to see themselves Downtown
▶ Downtown has many identities 

What has worked well for your organization as 
you’ve worked Downtown?

What challenges does your organization, or the 
youth you serve, face?

“downtown IS THE CENTER 
FOR MANY WRAPAROUND 

SOCIAL SERVICES AND THERE 
IS HOPE FOR CONTINUING 
TO BUILD OUT SPACES FOR 

YOUTH, WHO RELY ON THESE 
SERVICES TO JUST HANG OUT”

“DOWNTOWN LOCATIONS 
ARE GOOD CONVENING 

LOCATIONS”

“TRANSPORTATION 
ACCESS IS STRONG, WHICH 

ALLOWS FOR A WIDER 
REACH FOR YOUTH AND 

VOLUNTEERS”
“MANY DOWNTOWN 

LOCATIONS FEEL 
FANCY AND INSPIRE 

STUDENTS TO THINK OF 
THEMSELVES WORKING IN 

SKYSCRAPERS”

“TEENS AND FAMILIES TAKE 
ADVANTAGE OF FREE/LOW 

COST PROGRAMMING - LIKE 
THE WATERFRONT CONCERT 

SERIES, LIBRARY EVENTS, 
TEEN TIX, AND KING ST 

EVENTS”

“TEENS JUST WANT 
TO STAND IN A CIRCLE 
AND TALK. IN MANY 

PLACES, THEY ARE RUN 
OUT AND MADE TO FEEL 

UNWELCOME”

“The time after school, 
but before parents are 
home from work is an 

important window - we 
need spaces where kids 
who are non-culture 

conforming feel 
welcome”

“[we need] safe spaces 
that are free and 
decriminalized”

“spaces need to be 
year-round (aka 

indoor and/or 
covered and have basic 

facilities”

“parents of youth, 
particularly 
of immigrant 

backgrounds are not 
comfortable sending 
their kids downtown”

“feels like so many 
orgs are fighting 

over the same, small 
number of funding 

opportunities”

“need more 
opportunities to meet 
up in an intentional 
and facilitated way”

“who is at the table 
is really important 
so that it’s not just 

the same orgs getting 
recognized all the 

time”

“things like better 
wayfinding and free 

transit is important”

Process Draft RET
There are clear and direct connections between 
diverse lived experiences of Downtowners and the 
plan recommendations.

The Downtown Plan policies and projects prioritize 
historically excluded communities. 
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On February 15th, more than 
120 participants gathered to 
exchange ideas and establish 
priorities that will shape the 
Downtown Seattle Plan.

Downtown Workshop 03

540 ideas were shared with 
post-it notes and flags!

The workshop was structured 
around “a day in the life”. 
Participants walked through 
activity stations based on 
different times of the day and 
how they move thorough the 
city at those times.



Page 39

Morning Station (Housing/Transportation)
▶ Ensuring that housing in Downtown is 
affordable is a primary concern
▶ Everyday amenities, such as grocery stores 
are needed to support Downtown housing
▶ More programming, activities, and green 
space are needed to draw families to live 
Downtown
▶ There are empty spaces in Downtown that 
are not being fully utilized and could be 
better used for housing
▶ More services for unhoused people, such 
as day shelters are needed
▶ Families with children do not currently 
feel safe Downtown
▶ Support is needed for the diverse 
populations that currently live Downtown

What does Downtown need to 
be a great place to live?

Supportive Services

Different Housing Types

Kid Friendly Spaces

Arts + Programming

Affordability

Healthy Environment

15%

9%

9%

10%

31%

26%

“Avoid too many
 high-income

 Developments. Low 
income seems
 to promote
 diversity.”

“Make SurE 
downtown 

is not a food 
desert”

“cost is a 
barrier to 

living here”

“More play grounds at 
ground level and Sky 

level. Plus more daycare 
services affordable for 

everyone.”

“Convert 
Vacant officE 

space into 
affordable 
housing !”

“there are a lot of Unoccupied 
upstairs space that would

 make great housing but needs 
incentives from landlords”

“[we need] a Sense of safety 
for us to allow our children 

to room freely about our 
neighborhoods & downtown”
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Daytime Station 
(Land Use, Employment, City Services)
▶ There is a lot of interest and support for 
the I-5 lid project
▶ More places for passive recreation
▶ A community center that can operate 
regardless of the weather
▶ Pedestrian-first streets and traffic 
calming would make people feel safer
▶ Excitment for increased transit 
connections and worries about lack of a 
CID station
▶ Perception of Downtown vitality is tied 
to ground floor retail activity

“Too Many 
Boarded up 

Business Spaces“

“Use under-utiliz spaces 
for pop-UP businesses. 

reduce permitting 
barriers”

“Downtown 
needs a full-

size community 
center“”

“Central park over  I -5 
! Play grounds, lawn 
water features, ball 

fields, running paths“”

“Focus energy
 and vitality at
 train stations.

 ferries

“Redesign 
Streets for 
low speed”

Places you love

Challenges

Opportunities
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Evening Station (Arts + Culture)
▶ Increase the availability of public facilities, 
such as public restrooms
▶ Expand opportunities to explore Seattle’s 
diverse history and culture
▶ Provide more temporary retail options, such 
as food trucks, night markets, and sidewalk 
busking
▶ Establish sustainable funding and support 
mechanisms for artists and small businesses 
▶ Enhance Downtown’s nighttime economy
▶  Activate public spaces through concerts, 
performances, markets, and community events

“ Store front repair 
program + maximize 

public space 
activation”

“ MAKE IT WORK FOR 
PEOPLE WHO LIVE
 IN DOWNTOWN”

“ ACTIVITIES -
 WELL LIT”

“sustainable funding for 
downtown arts org that 

bring visitors and bolster 
downtown’s after- work 

economy!”

“more pop-
up concerts / 

performances in 
public spaces”

“More public 
restrooms”

“art walk map 
across the

entire city”
“Opportunities for 
small biz/artists 

solopreneurs to Share 
retail space”

“Downtown 
shouldn’t feel 
closed at 8 PM”

“Busker 
Program”

“More Art and retail 
opportunites to bring 

vibrancy to these 
areas”

“ Hispanic 
Pioneer Square & 
ChinatownID are 

Seattle treasures”
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Downtown Outreach

Arts and Culture
Design in Public
Seattle Art Museum
Seattle Parks Foundation
Washington Multicultural Services
Seattle Urban Natives Nonprofits
Visit Seattle
Friends of Waterfront Seattle
Seattle Symphony
Arte Noire
Good Arts Building
Path with Art
Shunpike
The Cultural Space Agency 
Totem Star
Urban Artworks
Whipsmart

Freeway Park Association
The Stadiums
Visit Seattle
Seattle Center/ Office of The Waterfront
Friends of Waterfront Park

Community Groups
FANHS Seattle
Hmong Association of Washington
Friends of Little Sài Gòn
Ethiopian Community in Seattle
EchoX
Feet First
Seattle Chinatown International District 
Preservation and Development Authority 
(SCIDpda)

Economic Development + 
Employment
CIDBIA
Commute Seattle
Pike Place Market PDA/Downtown District
Leadership Tomorrow
Belltown Housing and Land Use Committee
Pioneer Square Community Association
Pike Place Market Foundation
Alliance for Pioneer Square
CIDBIA
Pastry Project
Seattle Chinatown International District 
Preservation and Development Authority 
(SCIDPDA)
Seattle Restored
Pay Up Campaign
The Chamber

Safco Field
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Downtown Outreach

Housing
Senior Services
Seattle Works
AIA
Downtown Seattle Families
Compass Housing Alliance
Housing Development Consortium
CDA
Low Income Housing Institute
Pike Place PDA - Senior Housing

Indigenous Groups
Chief Seattle Club
Seattle Indian Health Board
Urban Indian Health Institute
Red Eagle Soaring
Potlatch Fund
Muckleshoot Fishers and Food Producers

Land Use + Development
Office of the Mayor
Downtown Seattle Association
Forterra
Museum Development Authority
Sightline
PSRC Regional Equity Network
APA
Historic Seattle PDA 
King County
ULI
Seattle Chinatown/International District 
PDA
UW Runstad Center
Historic South Downtown
Seattle University Center for Community 
Engagement

Religious Groups
Seattle Choeizan Enkyoji Buddhist Temple

Diamond Way Buddhist Center
Christ Our Hope Catholic Church
Trinity Episcopal Parish
Chabad of Downtown Seattle
Gethsemane Lutheran Church
Downtown Muslim Association of Seattle
Muslim Association of Puget Sound

Transportation
Seattle Transit Blog
Commute Seattle
Washington Bus The Port
WSDOT

Youth
Creative Advantage
Minds Matter Seattle
Skate like a girl
YMCA
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Media + Communications

News + Blogs
Seattle Chinatown International District 
DSA News
PubliCola
OPCD Blog/News
Junglecity.com
Events12 - Seattle
Seattle Weekly / Onebox Scene Think
The Seattle Medium
Northwest Asian Weekly
North American Post
Crossings TV Seattle
The Facts 
International Examiner
Converge Media
SEAToday
Fil Am Chronicle

Social Media + Bulletins
South Seattle Emerald Events Page
Japanese in Seattle!
Friends and Neighbors in Cap Hill/Central 
District/Downtown Facebook
Downtown Dwellers Facebook
SLU, Lower Queen Anne, Uptown, Cap Hill, 
Belltown, Downtown Facebook
Vietnamese in Seattle Facebook Group
Somali Bridge - WA
Nextdoor - Downtown Seattle
The Evergrey
Seattle Department of Neighborhoods 
Newsletter
Friends of the Market Newsletter
Alliance for Pioneer Square BIA Newsletter
Seattle Polish News Newsletter
Seattle Housing Authority: The Voice

Tu Decides/You Decide
Alzagil Media 
Oromia Freedom Media
OPCD Meetings & Events
Seattle.gov Submit Events
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 02

On September 24th, more 
than 120 participants 
gathered help craft goals 
and policy directions for 
Downtown Seattle.

Downtown Workshop 02

The workshop led 
participants through a several 
stations that centered around 
the 5 main components of 
the draft vision. Over 355 
comments were shared. 
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Vision

Make everyone feel 
safe and welcome

In Downtown Seattle, 
everyone feels welcome, safe, and at home. 

Around each corner, we find our way to and 

through spaces where every square foot is full 

of vibrancy, economic opportunity, and beauty. 

Together we have found means of stewarding 

Downtown not just in the moment, but with a 

dedication and consideration for the next 

“seven generations.”

Steward our home for 
the next 7 generations

Make use of every 
square foot

At home Downtown Find our way

Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak 
Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide
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Vision
▶ Participants shared constructive 
ideas to ground the vision statement, 
often sharing how they imagined 
each theme could be successful.
▶ The most commented themes on 
the vision board were welcome, safe 
and at home Downtown. 
▶ Ideas ranged from policies to 
encourage balanced, affordable 
development, to projects that amplify 
indigenous voices and programs to 
support the unhoused.

Make everyone feel safe and welcome

At home Downtown

Find our way

Make use of every square foot

Steward our home for the next 7 generations

Most Comments on Vision Board

15

13

10

10

8

“ Expand access to 
resources so our 

unhoused neighbors 
can get support”

“encourage 
more local 

small business 
permitting”



Page 57

Vision
Make everyone feel safe and welcome

“ we need more social 
workers, not armed police 
to de-escalate conflict in 
non-violent ways so that 
everyone actuality feels 

safe”“more native American 
presence - art, culture, 

business”

“we need 
more street 

ambassadors”

“there is a dire need 
to activate downtown 

again”

“make it more livable 
by implementing more 
common space + parks”

▶ In order for people to feel safe Downtown, it 
needs to be activated
▶ Unhoused people need supportive services and 
help, rather than regulation
▶ Street ambassadors are an important 
community safety resource
▶ A public realm that is cared for (well-lit and 
maintained) would make people feel safer 
Downtown
▶ Representation of cultures, especially 
Indigenous culture, would make more people 
feel welcome

1. Activate Downtown parks for community-wide events [10]

2. Make Downtown safe for everyone, all hours of the day [9]

3. Provide recreation amenities for Downtown residents [8]

Top voted goals:
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Make everyone feel safe and welcome
Make Downtown safe for everyone, all hours of the day
Continued to implement a focused approach to respond to safety and 
environmental concerns along 3rd Ave
Improve accessibility, lighting, and safety
Adopt an inclusive management approach to Downtown public spaces, with the 
intention to accommodate everyone’s needs within a public health framework 
(such as providing access to drinking water, public restrooms, and safe needle 
disposal.)
Enhance community policing services and alternative response programs

Wrap Downtown in a Green Embrace
Advance the vision for the I-5 Lid Park [Continue to explore the lidding of I-5 to 
create park spaces and pedestrian connections from Capitol Hill to Downtown 
(DAP)
Adapt land use regulations to further support activation of ground floors adjacent 
to the waterfront along Alaskan Way
Reduce the impacts of steep slopes between the waterfront and other 
neighborhoods
Complete the full construction of the Seattle Waterfront by 2025 (DAP)

9

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

14

10

9

8

5

18

10

8

6

Need for 3rd avenue approach 
to be inclusive and supportive of 
unhoused community

“Invest in the night 
time economy! Nurses, 
workers, musicians! ”

“embrace that 
moment to 
connect to 

Capitol Hill.”

Lots of support 
for the i-5 lid!

“More disabled 
access!”
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Make Downtown welcoming and inclusive to all
Provide all-gender public restrooms in Downtown parks
Expand the role of arts in public spaces Downtown
Provide multilingual signage and communications in Downtown spaces, with an 
emphasis on indigenous naming

2

17

Make everyone feel safe and welcome

11

9

Provide recreation amenities for Downtown residents
Provide new neighborhood gathering spaces (indoor and outdoor)
Increase youth and all ages park amenities in existing and new Downtown parks, 
focusing first on areas that are taking on more residential units
Complete planned improvements to Downtown parks (DAP)
Increase access to community growing spaces or farmers’ markets
Improve public water access and cooling areas by installing spray pads or water 
features in existing parks and plazas close to residential areas.
Partner to offer free, family-friendly programming at the Waterfront and in 
neighborhood spaces (DAP)

Reveal, celebrate, and protect Downtown’s history and culture
Preserve Downtown’s built history while enabling contemporary evolution
Add expand opportunities for musical performances across Downtown
Communicate and share Downtown’s untold and unique stories, people and places

8

10

9

7

6

5

3

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

5

11

8

5

need for restrooms 
to be maintained and 
cleaned as well.

“More 3rd 
places 
“place 

making””

“Don’t forget exercise 
and programming for 

the older folks”

“downtown will 
not be family-
friendly until 

[there is a school 
Downtown]”
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Increase park access as Downtown grows
Expand park access in areas with gaps: the CID, Belltown, and Denny Triangle 
(Seattle PR)
Create and advance new Gateway Parks, proximate to transit stations and 
gateways from other neighborhoods into Downtown.
Create a placemaking strategy to activate neighborhood alleyways
Explore partnerships to provide indoor recreation spaces
Seek opportunities to repurpose right of way for recreational opportunities, and 
advance the SDOT “Pavements to Parks” program Downtown

Make everyone feel safe and welcome

Activate Downtown parks for community-wide events
Continue to partner with non-profit organizations to deliver events and 
programming
Support community-driven activations and cultural celebrations Downtown (DAP)
Adapt and develop parks with flexible programming and events infrastructure 
(access to power, lawns, or flexible space)

4

7

7

7

2

1

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

10

13

9

7

Improved parks and 
recreation are needed 
for families

“With out parks, you 
don’t have a city that 

supports families”

“Fund the 
portal park”

“Parter with for 
profits, too”

agreement that funding is 
needed for parks
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“remove roadblocks 
immediately - fast 

track construction”

“ Downtown / belltown is 
a food desert and all cvs 
and rite-aid have closed”

“create affordable / 
market rate / middle 
income housing in the 

same building”

“support 
residents living 
in downtown”

“create spaces for 
children to play”

“design from a children 
and family first 

approach”

Vision
At home Downtown

▶ Remove barriers to development (including 
height and lot size restrictions)
▶ Support development of buildings with a mix 
of affordable and market rate units, as well as 
mixed uses on the ground floor
▶ Support for more daily services and amenities 
(grocery, school, parks) 
▶ Desire for more unit types (that support 
families) and ownership opportunities

1. Support Downtown’s unhoused residents with services, 
shelter and permanent housing [26]

2. Preserve and expand affordable and workforce housing [25]

3. Grow housing across all Downtown neighborhoods [23]

Top voted goals:
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At home Downtown
Grow housing across all Downtown neighborhoods
Simplify the housing production process and incentivize the creation of more 
diverse downtown residential units where appropriate
Allow more flexibility for residential development in areas of Downtown 
currently zoned “Downtown Office Core”
Reduce the regulatory and financial burdens of frequent energy code updates 
and seismic and energy upgrades in historic buildings through incentives and 
regulatory changes.
Encourage shared, district-level garage parking strategies to reduce project 
development costs and manage parking holistically
Convert existing commercial buildings to housing, with an emphasis on securing 
long-term affordable units

Preserve and expand affordable and workforce housing
Work with foundations, major employers, community-based organizations, and 
Community Development Financial Institutions to explore the feasibility of new 
grant and/or loan funds for affordable housing developments serving areas of 
Downtown with the highest socioeconomic needs
Support new forms of affordable and workforce housing ownership (community 
land trusts, cooperative or shared equity models, and co-housing)
Focus housing resources and programs toward protecting lower-income 
households in areas with high displacement risks, such as the CID and Pioneer 
Square

23

15

25

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

15

13

11

9

13

11

7

disagreement about role 
of design review and if it 
is helpful or if it slows 
housing creation

“Protect historic 
buildings in the 

process”

“Include cultural 
spaces and programs 

within living 
spaces”
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Expand the funding tools available to assist in creating long-term affordable 
housing, such as TIF districts
Retain existing affordable housing that exists Downtown today
Assess MHA requirements to support bringing additional larger scale housing 
units online

At home Downtown
Continued - Preserve and expand affordable and workforce 

Evolve Downtown neighborhoods to be inclusive of the 
diverse needs of all residents and families.
Support the creation of housing that provides a mix of units that support residents 
in different life stages (work-live housing, accessible senior housing, and family 
housing)
Work with development projects to provide publicly accessible private open space 
that meets each neighborhood’s goals and needs
Expand family-focused services and programming around housing clusters 
and transit, including childcare, basic neighborhood-serving retail, and play 
experiences.
Reinforce what makes each neighborhood Downtown special or unique

7

6

4

16

12

12

9

7

Differing opinons about 
mha and it’s impact

“MHA needs to 
encourage mixed-
income housing 
regardless of a 

developer .”

“Make the MHA 
real what is it 
doing needs a 

larger impact”

“The current MHA 
is too cheap!”

Need for more parks 
and basic amenities 
downtown

“Eliminate 
MHA!”
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Support Downtown’s unhoused residents with services, 
shelter and permanent housing
Increase permanent housing assistance and transitional housing to support the 
need to rapidly rehouse people and help them stay housed.
Support the creation of a drop-in center or crisis services center.
Ensure that emergency shelter and day centers are safe and accessible for those 
who need it.
Ensure that housing alternatives are available for people who may not be 
candidates for traditional shelter accommodations (families, those with 
significant medical needs, people with pets, and others).
Collaborate with King County and Health Services to connect people to intensive 
services promoting housing and job stability.

At home Downtown

Partner with the private sector to advance innovations in 
new construction
Encourage construction techniques and materials that are cost-effective and 
efficient to build (Cross-laminated Timber buildings, volumetric modular, pre-
fab)
Work with SDCI to increase the financial feasibility of sustainable building 
practices
Promote emerging green building and sustainable development practices

26

8

8

6

5

3

14

16

11

8

“ Work with some of the 
needs of the homeless 

community to ensure that 
their voices are heard 

and needs are met, so that 
neighborhoods are truly 

inclusive of all residents”

support for more access 
to social services 
and fear of over 
concentration downtown

worry that 
private sector 
is not providing 
quality designed 
buildings

“materials and 
techniques should 

not be bottom of the 
barrel if we want the 

city to last”

“Do not eliminate 
design review 

for downtown 
neighborhoods”
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“decarbonize / 
electrify buildings 

in downtown”

“Preserve our landmark 
buildings - give them 

space / light to continue 
to serve as affordable 

housing and small 
business incubators for 

the next generation”

“green roofs and 
community gardens”

“provide credits for 
micromobility in 

exchange to residents 
giving up their 

automobile habits”

“7 generations is a 
native teaching”

“retrofitting / upgrading 
historic for earthquake 
/ flood / heat / natural 

disaster safety”

Vision
Steward our home for the next 7 
generations

▶ Support building electrification 
▶ Incentivize retrofitting historic buildings for 
natural disasters 
▶ Need more access to green spaces and an 
increased tree canopy
▶ De-carbonization efforts need to happen across 
multiple sectors (construction, transportation, 
waste)

1. Celebrate Downtown’s unique connection to water [17]

2. Ensure all Downtowners have access to resilient spaces [15]

3. Care for Downtown’s water, land and natural resources [12]

4. Ensure Downtown assets are resilient to natural disasters and 
climate change impacts [12]

Top voted goals:

Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide
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Steward our home for the next 7 generations

Celebrate Downtown’s unique connection to water
Collaborate with Indigenous Tribes and local non-profits to broaden Downtown’s 
historic and future engagement with water
Amplify and protect Downtown views of the water and surrounding mountain 
ranges
Effectively maintain existing water based design features and integrate water 
based design features and play into public space investment whenever possible
Leverage the waterfront’s economic development value by balancing maritime 
industry needs with public waterfront access and experiences
Communicate the value of water resources, urban habitat, and ecological systems

Care for Downtown’s water, land and natural resources
Reimagine Downtown streets as green corridors
Protect and expand Downtown’s tree canopy
Manage stormwater responsibly to clean and minimize run-off into the Puget 
Sound
Reduce the strain on Downtown’s combined sewer overflow and stormwater 
overflow facilities
Raise awareness about water quality through public art and resident programs
Explore ways to translate existing stormwater mitigation partnership programs 
with landowners to Downtown’s unique, urban context

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

17

15

11

11

9

5

12

19

18

9

9

5

4

“Connect waterfront 
initiatives with other 

efforts. Arts + culture, 
public safety”

“Include Duwamish 
Tribe”

Lots of agreement 
to care for water + 
natural resources!

Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide



Page 77

Reduce Downtown’s reliance on fossil fuels
Address buildings in need of seismic retrofits
Increase participation in the programs that reduce individual emissions (e.g. 
composting program, heating and cooling conversions)
Explore a local power generation/district energy model and low pollution 
neighborhood model.
Implement and expand sustainable building practices, including promotion of 
adaptive reuse.
Ensure new buildings achieve high environmental and emissions standards
Work with the Port to continue shifting to an electrified fleet and facilities.

Ensure Downtown assets are resilient to natural disasters 
and climate change impacts 
Support electrification of WSDOT fleet as additional waterfront transportation 
options are explored
Collaborate with the Port to support the industrial maritime strategy

Ensure all Downtowners have access to resilient spaces 
Expand resilience hubs beyond libraries, with a focus on increasing access in the 
CID and SODO
Integrate green stormwater and traditional land management alternatives in new 
development
Address flooding in low-lying, flood prone streets and public spaces

10

13

12

11

11

10

9

12

14

5

15

15

13

9

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

note that this policy 
alternative should 
not impact feasibility 
of housing production

“Recognize that as 
Seattle’s densest 

district, Downtown has 
rhe potential to be the 

greenest as well ”

“Multi-familty 
residential is the most 
efficient energy user 

for housing”

“Be creative 
about this!”

Steward our home for the next 7 generations
Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide
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“encourage private 
property owners to 
create public spaces 
through incentives”

“easy change of use”

“more events at 
westlake again”

“encourage more 
local small business 

permitting”

“more Seattle 
restored”

“activate underutilized 
spaces downtown”

Vision
Make use of every square foot

▶ Encourage private property owners to create 
public spaces
▶ Matchmaking for small businesses and 
pop-up retail opportunities that support 
entrepreneurship 
▶ Flexibility in zoning and permitting to allow 
spaces to change use 
▶ More general support for small business (there 
are some existing programs that we can build off 
of and better fund)

1. Unlock development or open space opportunities on vacant/
underutilized sites [19]

2. Fill Downtown spaces with a mix of commercial uses [15]

3. Attract, grow and make the creative economy visible 
Downtown [14]

Top voted goals:
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Make the most of every square foot
Fill Downtown spaces with a mix of commercial uses
Support and grow Downtown jobs and small businesses
Retain and expand access to affordable retail rents and scales for cultural arts 
uses
Adapt underutilized Downtown office spaces and upper floors to alternate uses
Remove barriers to pop-up businesses and new small business starts.
Retain and increase the diversity of industries and opportunities Downtown
Bolster education and workforce training in support of growing Downtown 
industries

Attract, grow and make the creative economy visible 
Downtown
Grow and support Downtown’s arts and culture, entertainment, and sports 
districts.
Expand opportunities for public art to be appreciated and celebrated in public 
gathering spaces.
Expand placemaking and activation in public and private spaces around the 
cultural hubs in each neighborhood (such as continued support for the Belltown 
Mural Festival or short term activations around festivals and conferences).
Simplify the process for special events requirements or funding opportunities to 
help BIPOC and emerging artists and performers participate more.
Implement the Cultural Strategies for Downtown Revitalization action plan.
Create a coalition focused on action from many recent planning efforts.

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

15

17

16

14

13

7

5

14

15

15

14

11

7

1

this policy alternative 
should include easy 
change of use processes

“Encourage 
positive activities 

(or education) 
by youth in 
downtown”

“Money 
needed here as 
investment”

continued programming and 
monetary support is needed

“Incentives for 
special events and 

film permits”

“We have so many 
plans! Start testing 
with good partners”
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Ensure growth is equitable and aligned with community goals
Leverage underutilized commercial spaces to support community groups and 
cultural agencies
Direct additional resources and civic service investments to Downtown areas that 
rank highest on the City’s Racial and Social Equity Composite Index (designate these 
areas as Community Resource Areas)
Explore new TIF opportunities to align future development with investment in 
community needs, including long-term affordable housing
Expand language access for all planning and development processes Downtown
Ensure each project achieves potential co-benefits through transportation/utility 
projects, job creation, and public space creation
Explore ways to leverage community benefits agreements and other public benefit 
tools for major developments

Preserve or reposition key retail destinations
Continue placemaking events centered on the Downtown commercial and retail 
core, including Pioneer Square, the mall clusters, and Third Avenue.
Partner with BIPOC business and organizations to implement retail and business 
support services
Support retail areas with enhanced community policing services and alternative 
response program 
Focus on small business support for existing and future retailers in hubs like 
Pioneer Square
Partner with Pike Place Market to implement the Pike Place Strategic Plan 

Make the most of every square foot

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

4
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8

6

11

11

7

5

4

3

0

“include 
unhoused”

support for 
alternative 
response 
programs - 
such as “we 
deliver care”

“Consider 
incentive 
to retain 
historical 

venues”
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Make the most of every square foot

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

Support existing and future key industry clusters including 
maritime, tourism, information technology, professional 
services, arts, and green economy
Increase local education and workforce training resources, including access to 
locally driven non-traditional educational routes
Connect pathways to middle income jobs, particularly opportunities in 
healthcare, education, life sciences, and technology sectors
Partner with large employers in maritime, tourism, information technology to 
create job pathways
Elevate the quality of roads and water infrastructure in the CID and Pioneer 
Square
Connect educational institutions with employers and low-income residents
Plan for the needed expansion or accommodation of large scale, regional serving 
uses (major destinations, large employers)

8

0

6

7

5

4

4

Need for schools and existing 
educational institutions to 
have more partnerships

“Job training 
and development 

resources are 
essential!”

“Entry-level job 
opportunities and 

employment options 
for folks with criminal 

history is necessary!”

“Encourage 
hyper-local 

employment”

criminal history or drug 
charges can be barriers to 
entering the workforce
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Unlock development or open space opportunities on vacant/
underutilized sites
Create “vertical neighborhoods” with increased density and mixed-use buildings 
around transit stations.
Use underutilized publicly owned land to realize community benefits through 
development, open space, or infrastructure projects
Enact needed infrastructure improvements and regulatory changes to enable 
privately owned vacant land to reach its full potential, including potential taxes on 
long-standing vacancies
Provide Downtown parking that is sufficient, but not excessive, to meet the needs 
of visitors

Make the most of every square foot

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

19

19

13

10

8

“Consider public space 
options in vacant locations 
- urban gardens, parks, and 

playgrounds”

“There should be 
no surface parking 

downtown”

“Explore options for redistribution 
of underutilized land. Return land 

to those who have been displaced 
and subsidize local community over 

corporate land.”

support for leveraging public land 
for community and public uses
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“more visible signage 
for events going on”

“remove some of the buses 
off 3rd to reduce the 

chaotic feeling”

“Calm traffic, multi-
modal streets, 

accessible and human 
scale streets”

“more way finding like 
the recent changes 
/ updates in Pioneer 

square”

“more bike lanes”

“we don’t need many 
cars downtown”

Vision
Find our way

▶ Activation and events need to be more visible/
easy to find in the public realm 
▶ Wayfinding systems are needed to help people 
move through Downtown (maps at bus stops, 
markers for important places)
▶ Separation of mobility types would make 
people feel safer to walk and bike
▶ Feeling that cars are prioritized and Downtown 
would benefit from a pedestrian -first mindset
▶ Using transportation should feel safe and be 
enjoyable

“Pedestrian first 
mindset”

1. Rethink and re-allocate space on streets to put people first [13]

2. Make traveling through Downtown a safe and comfortable 
experience [11]

3.Create a sustainable and resilient Downtown transportation 
system [9]

Top voted goals:
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Find our way

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

Rethink and re-allocate space on streets to put people first
Advance a mix of seasonal, weekend, and in some cases, permanent restrictions 
for personal vehicle traffic to make areas of Downtown car-free or “car-lite”
Pursue street transformations to create more space for walking, rolling, biking, 
transit and lingering or gathering
Co-create and implement innovative People Streets and Public Spaces concepts, 
such as community and mobility hubs and a pilot “Low Pollution Neighborhood”
Pursue major expansions of car-free gathering spaces in partnership with local 
venues, such as Lumen Field and T-Mobile Park, and alongside community 
groups, such as the Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation and 
Development Authority
When providing maintenance, update the street to reflect right-of-way allocation 
needs that support adjacent land uses and planned transportation networks

Make traveling through Downtown a safe and comfortable 
experience
Focus investment to make Downtown more navigable to children, the elderly, and 
disabled populations, through solutions like seating, hill-climb assists, pedestrian 
lighting, shade, and more
Use High Injury Network (HIN) + Bike Pedestrian Safety Analysis (BPSA) data to 
inform investments and programming to calm traffic, reduce collusions, and slow 
down vehicles

13

17

12

8

8

0

11

12

9

support for car-lite programs, 
as long as curb logistics are 
figured out

“Cars aren’t needed on 
so many streets. At least 
restrict through traffic”

“ We must allow for 
truck loading and 
building logistics”

“Let’s create a safe, 
human-scaled city 

where we can walk to 
work, to the park, and 
our kids can cycle to 

school! ”
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Continued - Make traveling through Downtown a safe and 
comfortable experience
“Daylight” every intersection in Downtown, supported by programming such as 
micromobility parking, greenery, and others
Pilot creative forms of emergency response and access such as through smaller 
vehicles and mountable infrastructure
Apply new policies to reduce the number of vehicle travel lanes on multi-lane streets 
with excess capacity, to “right-size” them for slower speeds and safer outcomes
Expand successful No Turn on Red pilot program to the entirety of Downtown, and 
continue to pursue “daylighting” opportunities, to eliminate confusion and make all 
intersections safer
Separate pedestrians from vehicles by physical barriers such as trees, parklets, and 
vehicle or bike parking

Find our way

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

Create a sustainable and resilient Downtown transportation 
system
Implement more green streets designations with a particular focus on areas 
deficient in park space and tree canopy, such as Chinatown and the International 
District
Install pilots to de-pave streets, and pursue a strategy to increase tree canopy and 
green stormwater infrastructure

9

9

7

1

0

9

12

11

“all downtown streets 
have excess capacity”

“It’s not hard to travel 
across downtown, 
it’s hard to travel 

from other places to 
downtown (+1)”

“What’s missing? Transit 
priority at nights, on/off 

ramp removal, commercial 
bike parking lots, fix the 

Route and bus lane”

need for better public transit 
accessibility across Seattle 
(and into downtown) 
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Continued - Create a sustainable and resilient Downtown 
transportation system
Influence Downtown commuters to “flip their trips” away from personal vehicles 
to more efficient and sustainable travel options through existing and new 
programs
Explore mobility partnerships among public organizations, private firms, and 
foundations to accelerate sustainable mobility innovations
Reduce off-street parking capacity and manage it holistically at a district level, to 
reduce demand for car trips and reimagine spaces for sustainable investment
Leveraging the designation of a Low Pollution Neighborhood in Downtown to co-
create sustainable mobility solutions with local communities

Find our way

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

Design Downtown streets to support innovation and a 
thriving local economy
Continue to reduce permit requirements, with more flexibility for outdoor dining, 
food trucks, and other vending
Pilot adaptations of curb lanes for the benefit of local commerce, such as café 
seating, vending, and other programming – including in areas vacated by transit 
lanes (due to bus service changes with Link expansion)
Repurpose “slip lanes”, dead ends, and other irregular street grid locations for 
local activities
Use right-sized vehicles, such as e-cargo bikes, to showcase innovation in freight 
movement and pilot new curb uses for new methods for “last 50 feet” urban 
deliveries
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4
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3

7
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5

5

want to make sure 
that reduction comes 
with alternatives

“pair with cafe seating 
and public benefits” 

“Embrace Seattle’s 
unique shifting 

grid and awkward 
intersections”
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Continued - Design Downtown streets to support innovation 
and a thriving local economy
Partner with developers, private sector businesses, and event organizers on major 
street activations
Ensure the important roles of the Port of Seattle and related freight movement 
and logistics are considered as upgrades are made Downtown
Avoid expensive repair of “Areaways” for heavy vehicle use but instead provide 
more space to lighter delivery solutions and other gathering space

Find our way

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

Celebrate the many unique cultures and histories of 
Downtown – especially its Indigenous population – 
throughout its transportation system and public spaces
Reflect Indigenous art, culture, language, and gathering spaces throughout 
Downtown’s streets and public spaces, especially on the shoreline to honor Native 
cultures and our deep relationship with the water
Transform Pier 48 for public use for waterborne transportation, community space 
including a native space (cultural center or museum), and an installation that 
honors the history of Ballast Island
Expand passenger-only ferry and small boat travel options, furthering our 
connection to the water
Use transportation and public space investments to help repair past and current 
harms to BIPOC groups, in concert with Seattle’s transportation equity strategy
Advance People Streets and Public Spaces concepts, encouraging self-expression 
and neighborhood identity in the right-of-wayconjunction with large events

4

4

3

8

13
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5

“Explore/experiment 
and support businesses 
to utilize non-carbon 

means of last mile 
deliveries. IKEA is already 

doing this.”

“The constraint is 
terminal space”

“park with 
amenities”
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Find our way

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

Use streets to help people navigate and find their way 
through a legible Downtown
Stitch neighborhood divides through ground floor activations, re-design of space 
under I-5 at S Jackson, S King, and S Dearborn streets, and potential lidding of I-5 
and BNSF railway tracks
Create frequent and reliable transit service corridors as bus service is 
restructured downtown in concert with light rail system expansion, with transit 
consolidated on certain streets, and in creating great public spaces for folks 
transferring or waiting for transit
Make approaches to the land from the water feel welcoming and clear through 
wayfinding, and provide safe opportunities for recreational canoeing and 
kayaking
Continue to install Seamless Seattle wayfinding columns and kiosks to aid 
navigation Downtown, and identify and expand publicly accessible “hill climbs”
Capitalize on the Downtown street grid’s views of the Puget Sound, and pursue 
new pocket parks and enhance view corridors
Test pilots of sustainable, zero-emission autonomous vehicle technology in 
conjunction with large events

5

12
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5

4
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2

“Steep Slope” - consider 
ways to make existing 

escalators from 1st-5th 
available to all / for 
longer hours (and to 

waterfront!)”

“Need lighting 
on downtown 

sidewalks”

“Keeping zoning 
stair steps so views 

are maintained”

“Neighborhood 
guides”

support for more ada 
accessible hill climbs and 
general way finding

“Kayak/canoes 
parking 

downtown”
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Downtown Seattle Urban Center
Survey Summary

10.08.2024
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Between 22 Feb and 10 May, 
609 respondents completed 
an online survey to share their 
experiences in Downtown 
Seattle. 

The survey asked respondents 
about their relationship to the 
Downtown, what they loved, 
and what they would change.

Online Survey

One third of 
respondents are 65+

Most repondents 
are home owners

Lower representation of 
communities of color
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Where do you go in the Downtown?

Live Work Visit
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Theme 1: Safety

Many parts of Downtown feel unsafe 
because of drug use and crime. 

Street-level vacancies, hostile public 
spaces, and a lack of greenery amplify 
this feeling.

“I used to love being 
downtown, but now I’m 
constantly concerned 

for my safety” “The crime - I don’t 
feel safe, people on 

drugs - again I don’t 
feel safe”

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture

What does Downtown need to 
be a great place to live?

 “sporting events, shows 
at the theater venues 

and restaurants”  

“ more arts and 
cultural activities and 
spaces that people want 

to be in”
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Theme 2: Vibrant Retail

Retail, arts, and culture were a historic draw 
to the Downtown, but vibrancy and variety 
of retail has subsided post-COVID. Despite 
this, Pike Place and the Waterfront remain 
important draws to the Downtown. 
 
A lack of parking makes it harder to visit the 
retail that remains. 

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture

What brings you to the 
Downtown?

“shopping is not 
very exciting   
downtown”

“ I used to shop and visit more 
in the commerical core and 
pioneer square, but not so 
much NOW due to lack of 

safety and vibrancy”

“waterfront and 
pike place have great 

energy and love 
seeing the water and 

mountains”

“Love the new   
waterfront 

improvements!”
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Theme 3: Housing Diversity

Affordable housing important to attract and 
retain a diverse community in the Downtown

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture

 “The housing should be 
for people of all ages and 

backgrounds to create a more 
equitable downtown”

“More housing in 
downtown will lead 

to increased economic 
activity in the regional 

centeR”

“We need more 
diversity in the kinds 
of people who live in 

the city”

“everything being built 
today is luxury condo 

towers, out of reach for 
most”

“the lack of housing and income 
diversity and small business is 

very concerning.”

“We need housing for the 
work force, not everyone 
is making high wages or is 

in the tech industry”



Page 115

Theme 4: Opportunity Areas

Third Avenue, Pike, and Pine are commonly 
cited areas of opportunity, with a focus 
on improving safety, pedestrianizing, and 
activating

Jobs Economy

Housing

Process

Arts/Culture

“Third Avenue needs more love 
and attention so it can feel 

safe and clean. 

It’s designed to be a 
transportation hub, but not 
one wants to wait for buses 

on that street”

“The area between Pioneer 
Square and Pike Place 
has a remarkably high 

concentration of empty 
store fronts”

 “The city COULD offer any 
sort of incentive or program 
to encourage new businesses 

to enter these spaces...

... this could go a long way to 
improving the connectedness 

of downtown”

“with the improvements 
happening to the waterfront 
and the Pike/Pine corridor , 
this is a prime space to get 

retail back intO”
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25

Downtown Seattle Urban Center
Online Survey - Vision & Goals Summary
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Between September and 
December 2024, 180 
respondents completed an 
online survey about Downtown 
Seattle. 

The survey asked respondents 
about the draft vision, goals, 
and policy directions for the 
Downtown Seattle Regional 
Plan. 

Online Survey - Vision & Goals
Half of respondents 

are over 55

3/4 of Respondents 
are Homeowners

A large majority of 
respondents are White

Lower  representation of 
people of color
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Vision

Make everyone feel 
safe and welcome

In Downtown Seattle, 
everyone feels welcome, safe, and at home. 

Around each corner, we find our way to and 

through spaces where every square foot is full 

of vibrancy, economic opportunity, and beauty. 

Together we have found means of stewarding 

Downtown not just in the moment, but with a 

dedication and consideration for the next 

“seven generations.”

Make use of every 
square foot

At home Downtown Find our way

Steward our home for the next 7 generations
Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide

Make everyone feel safe and welcome

Yes

At home Downtown

No

Find  our way

Make use of every square foot

Steward our home for the next 7 generations

98

19

2

15

34

118

52

Which theme is most important to you for Downtown’s 
future?

Does this vision resonate with you?

Online Survey
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Vision
Make everyone feel safe and welcome

▶ In order for people to feel safe Downtown, it 
needs to be activated
▶ Unhoused people need supportive services and 
help, rather than regulation
▶ A public realm that is cared for (well-lit and 
maintained) would make people feel safer 
Downtown
▶ Representation of cultures, especially 
Indigenous culture, would make more people 
feel welcome

1. Make Downtown safe for everyone, all hours 
of the day [75 votes]
2. Make Downtown welcoming and inclusive to 
all [26 votes]
3. Wrap Downtown in a Green Embrace [11 
votes]
4. Increase park access as Downtown grows [11 
votes]

Top voted goals: Takeaways

Online Survey
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Make everyone feel safe and welcome

Make Downtown safe for everyone, all hours of the day
Continued to implement a focused approach to respond to safety and 
environmental concerns along 3rd Ave
Improve accessibility, lighting, and safety
Adopt an inclusive management approach to Downtown public spaces, with the 
intention to accommodate everyone’s needs within a public health framework 
(such as providing access to drinking water, public restrooms, and safe needle 
disposal.)
Enhance community policing services and alternative response programs

Wrap Downtown in a Green Embrace
Advance the vision for the I-5 Lid Park [Continue to explore the lidding of I-5 to 
create park spaces and pedestrian connections from Capitol Hill to Downtown 
(DAP)
Adapt land use regulations to further support activation of ground floors adjacent 
to the waterfront along Alaskan Way
Reduce the impacts of steep slopes between the waterfront and other 
neighborhoods
Complete the full construction of the Seattle Waterfront by 2025 (DAP)

75

=  5 upvotes

36

43

35

51

11

54

31

22

34 “Make more spaces 
car-free”

Address Safety and 
Drug Use

Lots of support 
for the i-5 lid!

Online Survey
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Make Downtown welcoming and inclusive to all
Provide all-gender public restrooms in Downtown parks

Expand the role of arts in public spaces Downtown

Provide multilingual signage and communications in Downtown spaces, with an 
emphasis on indigenous naming

26

47

Make everyone feel safe and welcome

31

49

Provide recreation amenities for Downtown residents
Provide new neighborhood gathering spaces (indoor and outdoor)

Increase youth and all ages park amenities in existing and new Downtown parks, 
focusing first on areas that are taking on more residential units
Complete planned improvements to Downtown parks (DAP)

Increase access to community growing spaces or farmers’ markets
Improve public water access and cooling areas by installing spray pads or water 
features in existing parks and plazas close to residential areas.
Partner to offer free, family-friendly programming at the Waterfront and in 
neighborhood spaces (DAP)

8

29

29

40

15

13

25

=  5 upvotes

“Don’t do things 
just for tourists”

“Don’t do things 
just for tourists”

Online Survey
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Make everyone feel safe and welcome

=  5 upvotes

Reveal, celebrate, and protect Downtown’s history and culture
Preserve Downtown’s built history while enabling contemporary evolution

Add expand opportunities for musical performances across Downtown

Communicate and share Downtown’s untold and unique stories, people and places

48

8

41

44

Increase park access as Downtown grows
Expand park access in areas with gaps: the CID, Belltown, and Denny Triangle 
(Seattle PR)
Create and advance new Gateway Parks, proximate to transit stations and gateways 
from other neighborhoods into Downtown.
Create a placemaking strategy to activate neighborhood alleyways

Explore partnerships to provide indoor recreation spaces
Seek opportunities to repurpose right of way for recreational opportunities, and 
advance the SDOT “Pavements to Parks” program Downtown

11

37

25

23

14

42

Online Survey

“Commitment to 
Maintaining + 

Adding Tree Canopy

“Downtown needs a 
pedestrian spine”
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Make everyone feel safe and welcome

Activate Downtown parks for community-wide events
Continue to partner with non-profit organizations to deliver events and 
programming

Support community-driven activations and cultural celebrations Downtown (DAP)

Adapt and develop parks with flexible programming and events infrastructure 
(access to power, lawns, or flexible space)

=  5 upvotes

10

44

43

38

Online Survey
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Vision
At home Downtown

▶ Simplify & and make development more 
flexible 
▶ Support development of buildings with a mix of 
affordable and market rate units
▶ Support alternative ownership models 
▶ Build housing everywhere, especially in high 
displacement areas
▶ Create housing for different stages of life, 
especially around families 
▶ Increase assistance to rehouse 

1. Grow housing across all Downtown 
neighborhoods [38 votes]
2. Support Downtown’s unhoused residents with 
services, shelter and permanent housing [36 
votes]
3. Evolve Downtown neighborhoods to be 
inclusive of the diverse needs of all residents 
and families [25 votes]

Top voted goals: Takeaways

Online Survey
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At home Downtown
Grow housing across all Downtown neighborhoods
Simplify the housing production process and incentivize the creation of more 
diverse downtown residential units where appropriate
Allow more flexibility for residential development in areas of Downtown 
currently zoned “Downtown Office Core”
Reduce the regulatory and financial burdens of frequent energy code updates 
and seismic and energy upgrades in historic buildings through incentives and 
regulatory changes.
Encourage shared, district-level garage parking strategies to reduce project 
development costs and manage parking holistically
Convert existing commercial buildings to housing, with an emphasis on securing 
long-term affordable units

Preserve and expand affordable and workforce housing
Work with foundations, major employers, community-based organizations, and 
Community Development Financial Institutions to explore the feasibility of new 
grant and/or loan funds for affordable housing developments serving areas of 
Downtown with the highest socioeconomic needs
Support new forms of affordable and workforce housing ownership (community 
land trusts, cooperative or shared equity models, and co-housing)
Focus housing resources and programs toward protecting lower-income 
households in areas with high displacement risks, such as the CID and Pioneer 
Square

38

36

16

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

40

14

15

34

22

40

37

Consider Social Housing

“Build more 
housing. Faster”

Online Survey

Agreement to build 
everywhere & Remove 
red tape
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Expand the funding tools available to assist in creating long-term affordable 
housing, such as TIF districts
Retain existing affordable housing that exists Downtown today

Assess MHA requirements to support bringing additional larger scale housing units 
online

At home Downtown
Continued - Preserve and expand affordable and workforce 
housing

Evolve Downtown neighborhoods to be inclusive of the 
diverse needs of all residents and families.
Support the creation of housing that provides a mix of units that support residents 
in different life stages (work-live housing, accessible senior housing, and family 
housing)
Work with development projects to provide publicly accessible private open space 
that meets each neighborhood’s goals and needs
Expand family-focused services and programming around housing clusters 
and transit, including childcare, basic neighborhood-serving retail, and play 
experiences.
Reinforce what makes each neighborhood Downtown special or unique

8

26

12

25

56

13

44

17

Differing opinons about 
mha and it’s impact

“require new 
towers to build 

a certain % of 
3-bedrooms for 

families”

Online Survey
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Support Downtown’s unhoused residents with services, 
shelter and permanent housing
Increase permanent housing assistance and transitional housing to support the 
need to rapidly rehouse people and help them stay housed.

Support the creation of a drop-in center or crisis services center.
Ensure that emergency shelter and day centers are safe and accessible for those 
who need it.
Ensure that housing alternatives are available for people who may not be 
candidates for traditional shelter accommodations (families, those with 
significant medical needs, people with pets, and others).
Collaborate with King County and Health Services to connect people to intensive 
services promoting housing and job stability.

At home Downtown

Partner with the private sector to advance innovations in 
new construction
Encourage construction techniques and materials that are cost-effective and 
efficient to build (Cross-laminated Timber buildings, volumetric modular, pre-
fab)
Work with SDCI to increase the financial feasibility of sustainable building 
practices
Promote emerging green building and sustainable development practices

36

52

17

17

36

32

14

35

32

35

“Housing First should
be a priority”

support for more access 
to social services 
and fear of over 
concentration downtown

Online Survey
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Vision
Steward our home for the next 7 generations
Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide

▶ Support building electrification 
▶ Incentivize retrofitting historic buildings for 
natural disasters 
▶ Need more access to green spaces and an 
increased tree canopy
▶ De-carbonization efforts need to happen across 
multiple sectors (construction, transportation, 
waste)

1. Care for Downtown’s water, land and natural 
resources [43 votes] 
2. Ensure Downtown assets are resilient to 
natural disasters and climate change impacts 
[34 votes]
3. Celebrate Downtown’s unique connection to 
water [20 votes]

Top voted goals: Takeaways

Online Survey
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Steward our home for the next 7 generations

Celebrate Downtown’s unique connection to water
Collaborate with Indigenous Tribes and local non-profits to broaden Downtown’s 
historic and future engagement with water
Amplify and protect Downtown views of the water and surrounding mountain 
ranges
Effectively maintain existing water based design features and integrate water 
based design features and play into public space investment whenever possible
Leverage the waterfront’s economic development value by balancing maritime 
industry needs with public waterfront access and experiences
Communicate the value of water resources, urban habitat, and ecological systems

Care for Downtown’s water, land and natural resources
Reimagine Downtown streets as green corridors

Protect and expand Downtown’s tree canopy

Manage stormwater responsibly to clean and minimize run-off into the Puget 
Sound

Reduce the strain on Downtown’s combined sewer overflow and stormwater 
overflow facilities
Raise awareness about water quality through public art and resident programs
Explore ways to translate existing stormwater mitigation partnership programs 
with landowners to Downtown’s unique, urban context

=  5 upvotes

20

38

26

22

35

17

43

29

39

44

20

3

10

“Beautifying through green 
improvements will give people a 
sense of pride they will want to 

maintain for the future”

Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide
Online Survey
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Reduce Downtown’s reliance on fossil fuels
Increase participation in the programs that reduce individual emissions (e.g. 
composting program, heating and cooling conversions)
Explore a local power generation/district energy model and low pollution 
neighborhood model.
Implement and expand sustainable building practices, including promotion of 
adaptive reuse.
Work with the Port to continue shifting to an electrified fleet and facilities.

Ensure Downtown assets are resilient to natural disasters and 
climate change impacts 
Address buildings in need of seismic retrofits

Ensure new buildings achieve high environmental and emissions standards

Support electrification of WSDOT fleet as additional waterfront transportation 
options are explored
Collaborate with the Port to support the industrial maritime strategy

Ensure all Downtowners have access to resilient spaces 
Expand resilience hubs beyond libraries, with a focus on increasing access in the 
CID and SODO

11

24

32

39

32

34

53

32

26

18

12

36

=  5 upvotes

“Expand the wA State 
Heat Pump Porgram for 

80%AMI+”

“Mention the 
evolution or 

elimination of the 
Cruise Industry”

Steward our home for the next 7 generations
Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide

Online Survey
Lots of agreement to 
reduce cars
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Continued - Ensure all Downtowners have access to resilient 
spaces 
Integrate green stormwater and traditional land management alternatives in new 
development

Address flooding in low-lying, flood prone streets and public spaces

46

35

=  5 upvotes

Steward our home for the next 7 generations
Source: City of Seattle and Tahoma Peak Solutions, Indigenous Inclusivity Guide

Online Survey
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Vision
Make use of every square foot

▶ Encourage private property owners to create 
public spaces
▶ Matchmaking for small businesses and 
pop-up retail opportunities that support 
entrepreneurship 
▶ Flexibility in zoning and permitting to allow 
spaces to change use 
▶ More general support for small business (there 
are some existing programs that we can build off 
of and better fund)

1. Unlock development or open space 
opportunities on vacant/underutilized sites [32 
votes]
2. Support existing and future key industry 
clusters including maritime, tourism, 
information technology, professional services, 
arts, and green economy [20 votes]
3. Attract, grow and make the creative economy 
visible Downtown [20 votes]

Top voted goals: Takeaways

Online Survey
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Make the most of every square foot
Fill Downtown spaces with a mix of commercial uses
Support and grow Downtown jobs and small businesses

Retain and increase the diversity of industries and opportunities Downtown
Adapt underutilized Downtown office spaces and upper floors to alternate uses

Remove barriers to pop-up businesses and new small business starts.

Retain and increase the diversity of industries and opportunities Downtown

Bolster education and workforce training in support of growing Downtown 
industries

Attract, grow and make the creative economy visible Downtown
Grow and support Downtown’s arts and culture, entertainment, and sports districts.

Expand opportunities for public art to be appreciated and celebrated in public 
gathering spaces.
Expand placemaking and activation in public and private spaces around the cultural 
hubs in each neighborhood (such as continued support for the Belltown Mural 
Festival or short term activations around festivals and conferences).
Simplify the process for special events requirements or funding opportunities to 
help BIPOC and emerging artists and performers participate more.
Implement the Cultural Strategies for Downtown Revitalization action plan.
Create a coalition focused on action from many recent planning efforts.

=  5 upvotes

18

30

16

39

28

34

10

20

37

20

26

21

14

11

“More public places, 
pedestrian only spaces”

“More Street cafes in 
occidential parK”

“More Events like 
the Belltown Mural 

Festival”

Online Survey
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Ensure growth is equitable and aligned with community goals
Leverage underutilized commercial spaces to support community groups and 
cultural agencies
Direct additional resources and civic service investments to Downtown areas that 
rank highest on the City’s Racial and Social Equity Composite Index (designate these 
areas as Community Resource Areas)
Explore new TIF opportunities to align future development with investment in 
community needs, including long-term affordable housing
Expand language access for all planning and development processes Downtown
Ensure each project achieves potential co-benefits through transportation/utility 
projects, job creation, and public space creation
Explore ways to leverage community benefits agreements and other public benefit 
tools for major developments

Preserve or reposition key retail destinations
Continue placemaking events centered on the Downtown commercial and retail 
core, including Pioneer Square, the mall clusters, and Third Avenue.
Partner with BIPOC business and organizations to implement retail and business 
support services 
Focus on small business support for existing and future retailers in hubs like 
Pioneer Square
Partner with Pike Place Market to implement the Pike Place Strategic Plan 

Make the most of every square foot

=  5 upvotes

11

31

19

39

26

17

31

24

22

6

24

19

Online Survey

“Pedenstrianize Pike 
place market”
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Make the most of every square foot

=  5 upvotes

Support existing and future key industry clusters including 
maritime, tourism, information technology, professional 
services, arts, and green economy
Increase local education and workforce training resources, including access to 
locally driven non-traditional educational routes
Connect pathways to middle income jobs, particularly opportunities in 
healthcare, education, life sciences, and technology sectors
Partner with large employers in maritime, tourism, information technology to 
create job pathways
Elevate the quality of roads and water infrastructure in the CID and Pioneer 
Square
Connect educational institutions with employers and low-income residents
Plan for the needed expansion or accommodation of large scale, regional serving 
uses (major destinations, large employers)

34

20

24

30

17

18

8

Online Survey
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Unlock development or open space opportunities on vacant/
underutilized sites
Create “vertical neighborhoods” with increased density and mixed-use buildings 
around transit stations.
Use underutilized publicly owned land to realize community benefits through 
development, open space, or infrastructure projects
Enact needed infrastructure improvements and regulatory changes to enable 
privately owned vacant land to reach its full potential, including potential taxes on 
long-standing vacancies
Provide Downtown parking that is sufficient, but not excessive, to meet the needs 
of visitors

Make the most of every square foot

=  5 upvotes

32

32

39

33

16

Online Survey

Differing opinions on parking 
for retail and tourists
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Vision
Find our way

▶ Activation and events need to be more visible/
easy to find in the public realm 
▶ Wayfinding systems are needed to help people 
move through Downtown (maps at bus stops, 
markers for important places)
▶ Separation of mobility types would make 
people feel safer to walk and bike
▶ Feeling that cars are prioritized and Downtown 
would benefit from a pedestrian -first mindset
▶ Using transportation should feel safe and be 
enjoyable

1. Rethink and re-allocate space on streets to 
put people first [37 votes]
2. Make traveling through Downtown a safe and 
comfortable experience [34 votes]
3.Create a sustainable and resilient Downtown 
transportation system [22 votes]

Top voted goals: Takeaways

Online Survey
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Find our way

=  5 upvotes = 1 change 

Rethink and re-allocate space on streets to put people first
Advance a mix of seasonal, weekend, and in some cases, permanent restrictions 
for personal vehicle traffic to make areas of Downtown car-free or “car-lite”
Pursue street transformations to create more space for walking, rolling, biking, 
transit and lingering or gathering
Co-create and implement innovative People Streets and Public Spaces concepts, 
such as community and mobility hubs and a pilot “Low Pollution Neighborhood”
Pursue major expansions of car-free gathering spaces in partnership with local 
venues, such as Lumen Field and T-Mobile Park, and alongside community 
groups, such as the Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation and 
Development Authority
When providing maintenance, update the street to reflect right-of-way allocation 
needs that support adjacent land uses and planned transportation networks

Make traveling through Downtown a safe and comfortable 
experience
Focus investment to make Downtown more navigable to children, the elderly, and 
disabled populations, through solutions like seating, hill-climb assists, pedestrian 
lighting, shade, and more
Use High Injury Network (HIN) + Bike Pedestrian Safety Analysis (BPSA) data to 
inform investments and programming to calm traffic, reduce collusions, and slow 
down vehicles

37

32

38

9

16

23

34

27

17

support for car-lite programs, 
as long as curb logistics are 
figured out

“Return to free transit 
downtown”

“wE’ve tried to make Pioneer 
square car-lite and it’s 

impacted business deliveries.”

Online Survey
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Continued - Make traveling through Downtown a safe and 
comfortable experience
“Daylight” every intersection in Downtown, supported by programming such as 
micromobility parking, greenery, and others
Pilot creative forms of emergency response and access such as through smaller 
vehicles and mountable infrastructure
Apply new policies to reduce the number of vehicle travel lanes on multi-lane streets 
with excess capacity, to “right-size” them for slower speeds and safer outcomes
Expand successful No Turn on Red pilot program to the entirety of Downtown, and 
continue to pursue “daylighting” opportunities, to eliminate confusion and make all 
intersections safer
Separate pedestrians from vehicles by physical barriers such as trees, parklets, and 
vehicle or bike parking

Find our way

=  5 upvotes

Create a sustainable and resilient Downtown transportation 
system
Implement more green streets designations with a particular focus on areas deficient 
in park space and tree canopy, such as Chinatown and the International District
Install pilots to de-pave streets, and pursue a strategy to increase tree canopy and 
green stormwater infrastructure

8

14

17

14

35

22

28

27

Online Survey
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Continued - Create a sustainable and resilient Downtown 
transportation system
Influence Downtown commuters to “flip their trips” away from personal vehicles 
to more efficient and sustainable travel options through existing and new 
programs
Explore mobility partnerships among public organizations, private firms, and 
foundations to accelerate sustainable mobility innovations
Reduce off-street parking capacity and manage it holistically at a district level, to 
reduce demand for car trips and reimagine spaces for sustainable investment
Leveraging the designation of a Low Pollution Neighborhood in Downtown to co-
create sustainable mobility solutions with local communities

Find our way

=  5 upvotes

Design Downtown streets to support innovation and a 
thriving local economy
Continue to reduce permit requirements, with more flexibility for outdoor dining, 
food trucks, and other vending
Pilot adaptations of curb lanes for the benefit of local commerce, such as café 
seating, vending, and other programming – including in areas vacated by transit 
lanes (due to bus service changes with Link expansion)
Repurpose “slip lanes”, dead ends, and other irregular street grid locations for 
local activities
Use right-sized vehicles, such as e-cargo bikes, to showcase innovation in freight 
movement and pilot new curb uses for new methods for “last 50 feet” urban 
deliveries

19

12

17

10

16

25

23

14

18

Online Survey
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Continued - Design Downtown streets to support innovation 
and a thriving local economy
Partner with developers, private sector businesses, and event organizers on major 
street activations
Ensure the important roles of the Port of Seattle and related freight movement 
and logistics are considered as upgrades are made Downtown
Avoid expensive repair of “Areaways” for heavy vehicle use but instead provide 
more space to lighter delivery solutions and other gathering space

Find our way

=  5 upvotes

Celebrate the many unique cultures and histories of 
Downtown – especially its Indigenous population – 
throughout its transportation system and public spaces
Reflect Indigenous art, culture, language, and gathering spaces throughout 
Downtown’s streets and public spaces, especially on the shoreline to honor Native 
cultures and our deep relationship with the water
Transform Pier 48 for public use for waterborne transportation, community space 
including a native space (cultural center or museum), and an installation that 
honors the history of Ballast Island
Expand passenger-only ferry and small boat travel options, furthering our 
connection to the water
Use transportation and public space investments to help repair past and current 
harms to BIPOC groups, in concert with Seattle’s transportation equity strategy
Advance People Streets and Public Spaces concepts, encouraging self-expression 
and neighborhood identity in the right-of-wayconjunction with large events

9

18

6

3

27

24

23

22

14

Online Survey
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Find our way

=  5 upvotes

Use streets to help people navigate and find their way 
through a legible Downtown
Stitch neighborhood divides through ground floor activations, re-design of space 
under I-5 at S Jackson, S King, and S Dearborn streets, and potential lidding of I-5 
and BNSF railway tracks
Create frequent and reliable transit service corridors as bus service is 
restructured downtown in concert with light rail system expansion, with transit 
consolidated on certain streets, and in creating great public spaces for folks 
transferring or waiting for transit
Make approaches to the land from the water feel welcoming and clear through 
wayfinding, and provide safe opportunities for recreational canoeing and 
kayaking
Continue to install Seamless Seattle wayfinding columns and kiosks to aid 
navigation Downtown, and identify and expand publicly accessible “hill climbs”
Capitalize on the Downtown street grid’s views of the Puget Sound, and pursue 
new pocket parks and enhance view corridors
Test pilots of sustainable, zero-emission autonomous vehicle technology in 
conjunction with large events

7

29

37

8

12

18

5

“It’s difficult to navigate 
Downtown without 

electronic assistance”

Online Survey
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Su m m ary of Fin d in gs  an d  Policy Im p lica t ion s  
Th is  r ep or t  p rovides  a  det a iled  an a lys is  of econ om ic, h ou sin g , an d  r ea l es t a t e  m arket  
con d it ion s  in  Down town  Sea t t le  in  su pp or t  of t h e Down town  Sea t t le  Region a l Cen t er  
Plan .  Hom e to over  20 0 ,0 0 0  jobs  an d  4 7,0 0 0  r es iden t s ,  Down town  Sea t t le is  t h e 
vibr an t  cu lt u r a l an d  com m ercia l h ea r t  of t h e Pu get  Sou n d  Region .  With  a  r ich  h is t ory 
an d  d iver s it y of n eigh borh oods , com m u n it ies ,  cu lt u r a l lan dm arks  an d  a t t r act ion s , 
Down town  Sea t t le  is  un dergoin g  a  per iod  of s ign ifican t  econ om ic an d  socia l ch an ge, 
p r esen t in g  both  opp or tu n it ies  an d  ch a llen ges  a s  Down town  looks  to  ch a r t  a  cou r se for  
equ it able  an d  su s t a in able  develop m en t  over  t h e n ext  twen ty yea r s  an d  beyon d .    

Dem ogr ap h ic Tr en ds   
Down town  com p r ises  som e of Sea t t le’s  fa s t es t  growin g an d m ost  a fflu en t  
n eigh borh oods  a s  well a s  n eigh borh oods  with  r ela t ively lower  in com es , h igh  
socioecon om ic vu ln erability,  an d  s ign ifican t  r isk of econ om ic d isp lacem en t .  In  
p a r t icu la r ,  Pion eer  Squ a re an d  t h e Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict  (CID) a r e  two 
Down town  n eigh borh oods  with  a  la rge n u m ber  of lower  in com e h ou seh olds  an d  
com m u n it ies  of co lor  with  h eigh t en ed  socioecon om ic vu ln erabilit ies .    

Econ om ic Tren ds    
From  sm a ll “ m om  an d  p op ”  r et a il sh op s  t o T- Mobile  Pa rk, Lum en  Field , Pike Place 
Market  an d  m a jor  bu s in esses  an d  civic in s t it u t ion s  with  a  g loba l im pact ,  Down town  
Sea t t le is  h om e to  a  dyn am ic an d  d iver se ran ge of econ om ic act ivit ies .  Alth ou gh  t h e 
a ft erm a th  of t h e COVID- 19  p an dem ic h as  fun dam en ta lly ch an ged  t h e way t h a t  peop le  
work, sh op  an d  p lay, Down town  Sea t t le  con t in u es  t o  a t t r act  n ew in ves tm en t ,  n ew 
bu s in esses ,  an d  n ew worker s  across  in du s t ry sector s .   
 

• EEmm ppllooyymm eenn tt  bbyy  IInn dduussttrryy.  Makin g  up  two- th irds  of t o t a l Down town  jobs , 
em ploym en t  is  dom in a t ed  by t h e Services  sector .  Th is  sector  is  a lso  r esp on s ib le 
for  m os t  of th e em ploym en t  growth  Down town  an d cit ywide, addin g  over  
53,0 0 0  jobs  Down town  an d  over  10 5,0 0 0  jobs  in  Sea t t le  between  20 10  an d  20 20 .  
More det a iled  sectora l da t a  from  th e U.S. Cen su s  Lon gitu d in a l Em ployer -
Hou seh old  Dyn am ics  p rogram  in dica t es  t h a t  t h ese service jobs  a r e la rgely in  
t h e Profess ion a l,  Scien t ific, an d  Tech n ica l services  sector  an d  t h e In form a t ion  
sector ,  r eflect in g  th e s t ron g p osit ion  of th e h igh - t ech  sector  in  Sea t t le  an d  th e 
broader  Puget  Sou n d  Region . 
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• EEmm ppllooyymm eenn tt  bbyy  OOccccuuppaa ttiioonn   aa nn dd  UUnn eemm ppllooyymm eenn tt.  Th e u n em p loym en t  r a t es  for  
r es iden t s  livin g  Down town , in  Sea t t le ,  an d  in  t h e Region  a r e  low, with  
Down town ’s  u n em p loym en t  r a t e  a t  3.9  p ercen t ,  below th a t  for  t h e City or  
Region .  Accord in g  t o  th e US Cen su s  Am er ican  Com m un ity Su rvey (ACS), th e 
t op  t h r ee m a jor  in du s t ry sector s  for  Down town  em p loyed r es iden ts  between  
20 18  an d  20 22 were Profess ion a l, Scien t ific,  an d  Tech n ica l Services  a t  28  
p ercen t  of em p loyed res iden t s ; Reta il Trade a t  18  p ercen t  of em ployed  
r es iden t s ; an d  In form a t ion  a t  eigh t  p er cen t  of em ployed  r es iden t s .   
 

• SSmm aa llll  BBuussiinneessss  CCoonn ddiittiioonn ss.  Sea t t le’s  Down town  Act iva t ion  Plan  views  sm all 
bu s in esses  a s  bein g a  key com pon en t  of a  t h r ivin g down town , p rovid in g 
own er sh ip  op p or tu n it ies  for  en t r ep ren eu r s  from  diver se backgroun ds  an d  
fillin g  vacan t  r e ta il,  r es t au ran t ,  an d  office  spaces  with  t h r ivin g bu sin esses  
servin g  Down town ’s  res iden t  an d  worker  p op u la t ion .  Th e average n u m ber  of 
em ployees  for  p r iva t e  bu s in esses  loca t ed  in  t h e Down town  suba rea  is  u n der  20  
p er son s  p er  bu s in ess ,  in d ica t in g t h e p r esen ce of a  la rge n um ber  of sm all firm s  
across  a  va r iety of sector s .   

Rea l Es t a t e  Tr en ds   
Res iden t ia l Tr en ds  
Down town  con t a in s  ap p roxim a tely 36 ,0 0 0  res iden t ia l u n it s ,  o r  n ea r ly n in e percen t  of 
t h e cit y’s  overa ll r es iden t ia l in ven tory.  App roxim a tely 75 p ercen t  of a ll r es iden t ia l 
u n it s  Down town  were bu ilt  s in ce 20 0 0 , h igh ligh t in g  th e s ign ifican t  am ou n t  of r ecen t  
developm en t  in  Down town .  Th e cos t  of h ous in g  Down town  is  gen era lly h igh er  t h an  
elsewh ere in  t h e City, p a r t icu la r ly in  t erm s  of r en t a l r a t es  in  m u lt ifam ily apa r tm en t s .  
Accord in g  t o  th e US Hou s in g  an d  Urban  Developm en t  Depa r tm en t  (HUD) Down town  
h as  a  s ign ifican t ly h igh er  sh a re of lower - in com e h ou seh olds  r ela t ive t o  t h e City an d  
Region , an d  th ese h ouseh olds  exp er ien ce a  s ign ifican t  r a t e of cos t  bu rden  an d  o th er  
h ou s in g  p roblem s.  Fu tu re p olicies  sh ou ld  be s t ru ctu red  t o  su p p or t  t h ese exis t in g  
h ou seh olds  t o  im p rove t h eir  h ou sin g  con d it ion s .  
 
Ret a il Tr en ds  
As  for  a lm os t  a ll cit ies  in  Nor th  Am er ica , in  th e wake of t h e Covid- 19  pan dem ic an d  
am ids t  growin g con sum er  p r efer en ces  for  on - lin e an d / or  om n i- ch an n el r e ta il 
op t ion s , dem an d for  down town  an d  citywide r et a il h a s  decreased  over  t h e la s t  decade, 
with  n ega t ive n et  absorp t ion  of 6 30 ,0 0 0  squa re feet  in  Down town  Sea t t le,  an d  1.4  
m illion  squa re feet  citywide.   Th ere is  cu r r en t ly lim it ed  r et a il developm en t  in  t h e 
p lan n in g  p ip elin e an d  declin in g  dem an d from  r et a il u ser s ; a s  su ch  fu tu r e  p lan n in g  
an d  econ om ic developm en t  policies  Down town  will likely focu s  less  on  addin g n ew 
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sp ace an d  m ore on  h ow to  bes t  u t ilize exis t in g  r et a il sp ace an d  p oss ib ly r ep osit ion  
som e of t h is  sp ace for  o th er  com m ercia l u sers ,  like a r t s  an d  cu lt u r e a s  well a s  
en t er t a in m en t  an d  r ecr ea t ion .  
 
Office Tr en ds  
Desp it e  s ign ifican t  dem an d  for  office  sp ace Down town  p r ior  t o  t h e COVID- 19  
p an dem ic, m ore r ecen t  t r en ds  in d ica t e  declin in g  dem an d  for  offices  in  Down town  as  
well a s  t h e City an d  Region .  Between  th e begin n in g  of 20 20  an d t h e en d  of 20 23 office  
vacan cy ra t es  m ore t h an  t r ip led , r is in g  from  s ix p ercen t  t o  22 p ercen t .  As  r etu rn - to-
work t r en ds  con t in ue, m on itor in g  t h e overa ll dem an d  an d  h ea lt h  of t h e office  sector  
will be cr it ica l t o  Down town ’s  su ccess .   
 
Lodgin g  
As  both  a  t ou r ism  an d  bu s in ess  h ub for  t h e City, Down town  Sea t t le  h as  a  con siderable 
n u m ber  of h ot els  a t  a  ran ge of p r ice p oin t s .  Wh ile  th er e  a r e  h ot els  t h rou gh ou t  
Down town , t h e m a jor it y of h ot els  a r e con cen t r a t ed  in  th e Pike- Market ,  Den n y 
Tr ian gle , an d  Com m ercia l Core n eigh borh oods .  Th ere a r e s ix addit ion a l h ot els  in  
va r iou s  s t ages  of t h e p rop osed  develop m en t  p ip elin e.  Th e h ot el bu ild in g  s t ock is  
o lder , with  a  m edian  age of 55 yea r s  o ld  across  a ll h o t el cla sses .   
 
At t r act ion s  an d  En t er t a in m en t  
Down town  Sea t t le  is  an  en t er t a in m en t  cen t er  for  t ou r is t s  an d  loca ls  a like, with  
a t t r act ion s  from  Pike Place Market  an d  t h e Sea t t le  Ar t  Mu seu m  to  Lu m en  Field .  Wh ile  
t ou r ism  h as  n ot  fu lly recovered  t o  p r e- p an dem ic levels ,  a ccord in g  t o  a  t ou r ism  r ep or t  
from  th e Down town  Sea t t le  Associa t ion  t h e n eigh borh ood saw a  pos t - p an dem ic h igh  
of a lm os t  3.5 m illion  un iqu e ou t - of- t own  vis it or s  in  th e sum m er  of 20 23.  Man y 
Down town  des t in a t ion s , in clu d in g  t h e Sea t t le  Aqu a r ium , su rpassed  t h e 20 19  levels  of 
ou t - of- t own  vis it or  foot  t r a ffic in  20 23.  
 
Th e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  is  a lso a  h ub for  sp ecia l even t s ,  in clu d in g  m u s ic 
even t s ,  p a rades , an d  p ro t es t s .  Accord in g t o  sp ecia l even t  p erm it  da t a ,  in  20 23 t h e City 
is su ed  p erm it s  for  37 sp ecia l even t s  for  a  t o t a l of 572,0 0 0  a t t en dees .  
 
Racia l Equ it y Toolkit  (RET) Ou t com es   
Th is  an a lys is  h as  been  p repa red  con s ider in g  t h e Racia l Equ ity Toolkit  (RET) ou t com es  
t h a t  h ave been  iden t ified  for  th e Down town  Plan  Area . Th e RET ou t com es  a re  lis t ed  
below a lon g with  p roposed  da t a  m et r ics  for  m easu r in g Down town ’s  ab ility t o  m eet  
t h e ou t com es .   
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Arts a nd Culture Represen ta tion : A thriving, crea tive com m unity lives in , works in , a nd 
sha pes the Downtown  experience. 
 
Prop osed  Met r ics : 1)  Nu m ber  of jobs  an d  bu sin esses  ( in clud in g  n on - p rofit  
o rgan iza t ion s) in  t h e Ar t s  an d  Recrea t ion  sector ; 2) Ava ilab ilit y of com m ercia l sp ace 
t o  accom m oda te a r t s  an d  cu lt u r e  act ivit ies  a t  p r esen t  an d  in  t h e fu tu r e . 
 
Access to Housing: Downtown  offers diverse housing options tha t support where people a re 
in  their lives without crea ting a  cost burden . 
 
Prop osed  Met r ics : 1)  Nu m ber  of h ou sin g  un it s  by t yp e, t en u re an d  affordability level; 
2)  Percen t  of h ou seh olds  by in com e level facin g  h ou s in g overpaym en t  an d  o th er  
h ou s in g  p roblem s, a s  defin ed  by HUD. 
 
Access to Em ploym en t a nd Crea ting Businesses: Downtown  is a  center for businesses of a ll 
sizes tha t crea te fina ncia l opportun ity a nd sta bility for en trepreneurs, owners a nd 
em ployees. 
 
Prop osed  Met r ics :  1)  n u m ber  of jobs  an d  sm all bu s in esses  by econ om ic sector ; 2)  
sm all bu s in ess  cr ea t ion  by bu s in ess  an d  own er  t yp e; 3)  jobs  by race an d  eth n icit y,  
Beyon d t h ese sp ecific RET ou t com es  an d  r ela t ed  m et r ics ,  t h is  r epor t  is  grou n ded  in  
t h e r acia l an d  socioecon om ic equ it y goa ls  an d  focu s  of t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  
Plan  p rocess .  

Policy Recom m en da t ion s  
Th e fin d in gs  con t a in ed  in  th is  r ep or t  h ave va r iou s  d ir ect  im p lica t ion s  for  p lan n in g  
an d  pu blic p olicy in clud in g , bu t  n ot  lim it ed  t o ,  t h e followin g:  
 
IInn vveess tt   iinn   bbaass iicc  iinn ffrr aa ss tt rr uu cctt uu rr ee   tt oo   ss uu pp pp oo rr tt   eeqquu iitt aabb llee   gg rr oo wwtthh   aann dd   ccoomm mm uu nn iitt yy  
dd eevvee lloo pp mm eenn tt .  Th e Dra ft  On e Sea t t le Com p reh en s ive Plan  ta rget s  t h e addit ion  of 
6 0 ,0 0 0  jobs  an d  13,50 0  n ew h ou s in g  u n it s  to  t h e r ela t ively com pact  1.5 squa re m ile  
Down town  a r ea  between  20 24  an d  20 4 4 .  New in ves tm en t s  in  Down town ’s  p u blic 
r ea lm  an d  bas ic ph ys ica l an d  socia l in fra s t ru ctu re  will be r equ ir ed  t o  su s t a in  t h is  level 
of growth  wh ile  a lso  en su r in g  t h a t  exis t in g com m u n it ies  en joy t h e ben efit s  of n ew 
p lan n ed  develop m en t  an d  econ om ic act ivity.    
 
SSuu pp pp oo rr tt   ccoo mm mm uu nn iitt yy  ddeevvee lloo pp mm eenn tt   pp rr oo ggrr aamm ss   aann dd   aann tt ii-- dd iiss pp llaacceemm eenn tt   ppoo lliicciieess   iinn   
DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn ’’ss   ssoo cciioo eeccoonn oo mm iiccaa llllyy  vvuu llnn eerr aabb llee   nn ee iigghh bboo rr hh oooo ddss .   Wh ile  Down town  h as  on  
average com para t ively h igh  h ou seh old  in com es  an d  ra t es  of edu ca t ion a l a t t a in m en t ,  
t h er e  is  t r em en dou s  va r ia t ion  in  socioecon om ic con d it ion s  across  Down town  
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n eigh borh oods .   Th e Region al Cen t er  Plan  sh ou ld  bu ild  on  exis t in g  effor t s  an d  
com m u n ity pa r tn er sh ip s  t o  iden t ify p olicies  an d  p rogram s th a t  sup p or t  equ it ab le  
developm en t  an d  an t i- d isp lacem en t  in  Down town ’s  m os t  vu ln erable  com m u n it ies  
like Pion eer  Squa re an d  t h e CID. 
 
PPrr oo mm oott ee   eeffffoo rr tt ss   tt oo   eenn ss uu rr ee  aa   dd iivveerr ss iitt yy  oo ff  bbuu ss iinn eess sseess   bbyy  ss iizzee   aann dd   iinn dd uu ss tt rr yy  ss eecctt oo rr . 
Down town  con t a in s  both  an  in cred ible  d ivers it y of sm a ll,  loca lly- own ed  bu s in esses  a s  
well a s  m an y la rger  p ublic-  an d  p r iva t e- sector  em p loyer s .   Un der st an d in g t h a t  t h e 
p er cen t age of em ployees  r ep or t in g  t o  work for  a  t r ad it ion a l five- day work week is  
u n likely t o  r etu rn  t o  p r e- COVID levels ,  effor t s  sh ou ld  con t in u e t o  p rovide s t r a t eg ic 
m arket in g , workforce t r a in in g , an d  o th er  typ es  of sup p or t  t o  a ll typ es  an d  s izes  of 
bu s in esses  across  Down town ’s  d is t in ct  n eigh borh oods .  
 
IIddeenn tt iiffyy  oo pp pp oo rr tt uu nn iitt iieess   ffoo rr   dd iivveerr ss iiffyyiinn gg   DDoo wwnn ttoo wwnn ’’ss   hh oouu ss iinn gg   ss tt oo cckk   bbyy  tt yypp ee,,   tt eenn uu rr ee  
aann dd   iinn ccoo mm ee-- lleevvee llss   ss eerrvveedd .   Over  75%  of Down town ’s  h ou s in g  s t ock was  added  s in ce 
20 20 , an d  add it ion a l h ou s in g  develop m en t  over  t h e n ext  decades  is  exp ect ed  t o  m ake 
Down town  th e cit y’s  la rges t  r es iden t ia l n eigh borh ood .  Affordable  r en t a l h ou s in g  
bu ilt  u s in g  low- in com e h ou s in g  cr edit s  com p r ises  an  im por t an t  par t  of Down town ’s  
su p p ly, bu t  t h er e  is  s t ill an  in su fficien t  sup p ly of h ou s in g t o  serve th e a r ea ’s  lowes t -
in com e r es iden t s ,  in clu d in g  in dividua ls  an d  fam ilies  with  specia l n eeds .   As  
Down town  t ran s it ion s  t o  a  m ore m ixed- u se a r ea , every op p or tu n it y sh ou ld  be t aken  
t o  iden t ify op por tu n it ies  for  d iver s ifyin g  an d  growin g th e Region a l Cen t er ’s  h ou s in g  
s t ock by t yp e, t en u re, an d  a ffordabilit y.   
 
PPllaann   ffoo rr   rr ee tt aa iill  aann dd   ss eerrvviiccee   uu sseess   ss tt rr aa tt eeggiiccaa llllyy.  With  lim it ed  r et a il developm en t  in  th e 
p ip elin e an d  declin in g dem an d  for  t r ad it ion a l br ick an d  m or t a r  r e t a il, fu tu r e  p olicies  
sh ou ld  focu s  on  h ow to  bes t  u t ilize  exis t in g  r et a il sp ace an d  p oss ibly r ep os it ion  som e 
of t h is  sp ace for  o th er  com m ercia l u ser s ,  like a r t s  an d  cu lt u r e  a s  well a s  en t er t a in m en t  
an d  r ecr ea t ion . 
 
IIddeenn tt iiffyy  ss tt rr aa tt eeggiicc  oo pp pp oo rr tt uu nn iitt iieess   ffoo rr   tt hh ee   aadd aapp tt iivvee   rr eeuu ssee   oo ff  oo ffffiiccee   uu ss eess .  Desp it e  
s ign ifican t  dem an d for  office  space Down town  p r ior  t o  t h e COVID- 19  pan dem ic, m ore 
r ecen t  t r en ds  in dica t e  declin in g  dem an d for  offices  Down town  as  well a s  t h e cit y an d  
r eg ion .  As  r etu rn - to- work t r en ds  con t in ue, t h er e  will likely be s t eady dem an d for  th e 
h igh es t  qua lit y an d  bes t  loca t ed  office  space wh ile  older  an d/ or  poor ly p os it ion ed  
office  sp ace will s t r u ggle  t o  com p ete for  office  u ser s ; opp or tu n it ies  for  t h e adap t ive 
r eu se of office  space sh ou ld  con t in ue t o  be exp lored .  Con ver s ion s  of cer t a in  exis t in g  
office  sp ace t o  r es iden t ia l u ses  sh ou ld  be con s idered  a s  fea sib le  a s  well a s  con ver sion s  
t o  live- work an d/ or  a r t s  an d  cu lt u r e  u ses  in  sp ecific loca t ion s .  
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LLeevveerr aaggee   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn ’’ss   rr oo llee   aass   tt hh ee   ccuu lltt uu rr aa ll,,   eenn tt eerr tt aa iinn mm eenn tt ,,  aann dd   aa tt tt rr aacctt iioonn ss   hh uu bb   oo ff  tt hh ee  
cciitt yy  aann dd   rr eegg iioonn .  As  Down town  evolves  econ om ica lly, con t in u e t o  su p p or t  in ves tm en t s  
in  com m ercia l u ses  (e .g . lodgin g an d  food  service)  an d  vis it or - servin g  in fra s t ru ctu re  
t o  m ake Down town  th e en t er t a in m en t  h u b of t h e Pacific Nor th west  r eg ion .   
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In t rodu ct ion  
Hom e to  over  20 0 ,0 0 0  jobs  an d  4 7,0 0 0  r es iden t s ,  Down town  Sea t t le  is  t h e vibran t  
cu lt u r a l an d  com m ercia l h ea r t  of th e Pu get  Sou n d  r egion . With in  a  r ela t ively com pact  
a r ea , Down town  com pr ises  a  r ich  d iver s ity of n eigh borh oods , com m u n it ies ,  
bu s in esses ,  an d  cu lt u ra l/ a r t s  in s t it u t ion s , a ll o f wh ich  face a  va r iety of opp or tu n it ies  
an d  ch a llen ges  in  t h e cu r r en t  r ap id ly ch an gin g  econ om ic en viron m en t .  In  th is  
con t ext ,  BAE Urban  Econ om ics  (BAE) h as  p rep a red  t h is  Econ om ic, Hou s in g, an d  Real 
Es t a t e  Exis t in g  Con d it ion s  r epor t  p rofilin g  Down town  Sea t t le  in  sup p or t  of t h e 
Region a l Cen t er  Plan  cu r r en t ly bein g  p repa red  on  beh a lf of t h e City by Agen cy 
Lan dscap e + Plan n in g  an d  a  t eam  of con su lt in g  pa r tn er s .  

Followin g t h is  in t roduct ion , t h e r epor t  p rovides  an  in - dep th  an a lys is  of econ om ic, 
h ou s in g , an d  r ea l es t a t e  m arket  ch a ract er is t ics  an d  t r en ds  in  th e Down town  Area , 
in clu din g  da t a  r ega rd in g  socioecon om ic an d  r acia l equ ity, a ffordable  h ou s in g n eeds , 
d isp lacem en t  an d  gen t r ifica t ion  r isks ,  an d  n eigh borh ood sm a ll bus in esses  
developm en t . In  addit ion , t h is  an a lys is  in cludes  in form a t ion  on  cap it a l in fr a s t ru ctu re  
n eeds  a lon g with  p ot en t ia l fu n din g  an d  fin an cin g  s t r a t egies  t o  supp or t  fu tu r e  
econ om ic develop m en t .  

In form a t ion  from  th is  an a lys is  will be leveraged  t o  su pp or t  su bsequ en t  p h ases  of p lan  
p r epa ra t ion , in clu din g t h e developm en t  of goa ls  an d  s t r a t egies  t h a t  a r e  based  in  a  
t h orou gh  u n der s t an d in g  of t h e a r ea ’s  econ om ic, h ou s in g, an d  r ea l es t a t e  con d it ion s  
an d  t r en ds .  

Ar ea  Over view  

Th e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  Plan  a rea  com p r ises  ap p roxim a tely 1.5 squ a re m iles , 
or  less  t h an  two p ercen t  of Sea t t le’s  t o t a l lan d  a r ea .  With in  t h is  r ela t ively com pact  
a r ea  t h er e  a r e  five d is t in ct  n eigh borh oods , each  with  it s  own  set  of u n iqu e econ om ic 
ch a ract er is t ics .  Disp layed  below in  Figu re 1, t h ese n eigh borh oods  in clu de a s  follows:  
 

● Den n y Tr ian gle  
● Bellt own  
● Com m ercia l Core  
● Pion eer  Squ a re  
● Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict   

 
As  fea s ible ,  th e fo llowin g r epor t  will descr ibe econ om ic an d  r ea l es ta t e  con dit ion s  in  
in d ividu a l n eigh borh oods  in  com p ar ison  t o  th e Plan  Area  a s  wh ole.   
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FFiigguu rr ee   11::  DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   RReegg iioonn aa ll  CCeenn tt eerr   NNeeiigghh bboo rr hh oo oodd ss   

 
Sou r ces : Cit y of Sea t t le; BAE, 20 24 . 

Met h odology a n d  Da t a  Sou r ces   
Econ om ic an d  r ea l es t a t e  m arket  con d it ion s  in  t h e Plan  Area  h ave been  an a lyzed  u s in g  
t h e m os t  cu r r en t  ava ilab le  secon da ry da t a  from  th e City, th e St a t e  of Wash in gton , t h e 
US Cen su s , an d  p r iva te  da t a  ven dor s .   In  add it ion , t h e an a lys is  r e lies  on  p r im ary 
r esea r ch  con du ct ed  by BAE on  loca l econ om ic an d  r ea l es t a t e  m arket  con d it ion s .   
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Rela t ed  Econ om ic Develop m en t  an d  Plan n in g  Effor t s   
In  addit ion  t o t h e Region a l Cen t er  Plan , th e Down town  Plan  Area  is  t h e focu s  of 
n u m erou s  com m u n ity p lan n in g  an d  econ om ic developm en t  effor t s ,  in clu d in g  
t h rou gh  t h e Dra ft  On e Sea t t le Plan .  On goin g  p lan n in g , econ om ic developm en t  an d  
h ou s in g  in it ia t ives  with  d irect  r e levan ce t o  th is  r ep or t  a re  r eferen ced  t h rou gh ou t  th is  
r ep or t  in clu d in g , bu t  n ot  lim it ed  t o ,  t h e followin g key p lan n in g  an d  econ om ic 
developm en t  p lan s  an d  act ivit ies :  
 
Down town  Act iva t ion  Plan  

• Down town  Sea t t le  Associa t ion  Program s an d  Services   
• Down town , Pion eer  Squ a re, Ch in a town / ID an d  Tou r ism  Im p rovem en t  Area  
• Water fron t  Sea t t le   
• Pion eer  Squ a re Allian ce 
• Sou th  Down town  Hu b 

 
Select  City of Sea t t le Program s: 

• Sea t t le ReStored  (Office of Econ om ic Developm en t ) 
• Sea t t le Good Bu s in ess  Lea rn in g  Labs  (Office of Econ om ic Developm en t ) 
• Ten an t  Im p rovem en t  Fu n d  (Office of Econ om ic Developm en t ) 
• Storefron t  Repa ir  Fu n d  (Office of Econ om ic Developm en t ) 
• Equ it able Developm en t  In it ia t ive an d  r ela t ed  Equ itab le  Develop m en t  Zon in g 

(Office of Plan n in g  & Com m u n ity Developm en t ) 
• St r a t egic In ves tm en t  Fu n d  (Office of Plan n in g  & Com m u n ity Developm en t ) 

Es t im a t ed  Job  an d  Hou s in g  Gr owt h , 20 24 - 20 4 4  

Th e City’s  Dra ft  On e Sea t t le  Com p reh en s ive Plan  h as  p rovided  growth  t a rget s  for  t h e 
City a s  wh ole an d  each  of it s  Region a l Cen t ers .  For  Down town , th e t o t a l job  growth  
es t im a te is  6 0 ,0 0 0  t o t a l jobs , or  ap p roxim a tely on e- th ird  of a ll jobs  in  t h e City du r in g  
t h e p er iod  from  20 23 to  20 4 4 .  In  t erm s  of h ou s in g  u n it s ,  t h e Com preh en s ive Plan  
es t im a tes  t h a t  Down town  Sea t t le  will add  13,50 0  n ew h om es , or  app roxim a tely 17 
p ercen t  of a ll es t im a ted  n ew h ou s in g  u n it s  in  Sea t t le  a s  wh ole between  20 24  an d  20 4 4  
a s  Down town  becom es  Sea t t le’s  la rges t  r es iden t ia l n eigh borh ood .   

  



 

10  

Dem ograp h ic Overview  
Oth er  an a lyses  bein g  p rep a red  for  t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  Plan  will p rovide 
det a iled  dem ograp h ic da t a  an d  an a lys is .  For  t h e p u rp ose of set t in g t h e con t ext  for  
su bsequ en t  sect ion s  of t h e r ep or t ,  th e fo llowin g sect ion  p rovides  an  overview of 
dem ograp h ic va r iab les  with  p a r t icu la r  r e levan ce t o  econ om ic developm en t .  For  t h e 
select ed  da t a ,  t h e Down town  Area  is  com pared  t o  t h e City of Sea t t le  an d  th e Pu get  
Sou n d  r egion .   

Pop u la t ion  an d  Hou seh old  Tren ds   
As  of 20 23, t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  h ad  a  p op u la t ion  of 4 7,8 59  accordin g  t o 
es t im a tes  from  th e Wash in gton  Office of Fin an cia l Man agem en t ,  as  su m m ar ized  in  
Table  1.  Down town ’s  p op u la t ion  grew by app roxim a tely 76  p ercen t  between  20 10  an d  
20 23, s ign ifican t ly ou tp acin g  t h e growth  in  th e City of Sea t t le an d  t h e Pu get  Sou n d  
Region  a s  a  wh ole.  Th e Region a l Cen t er  h ad  an  es t im a ted  h ou seh old  p opu la t ion  of 
4 4 ,4 8 9  r es iden t s  an d  29 ,9 4 0  h ou seh olds  in  20 23, for  an  average h ou seh old  s ize of 
1.4 9  p eop le .  Down town ’s  20 23 average h ou seh old  s ize was  sm aller  t h an  t h a t  of t h e 
City of Sea t t le an d  t h e Pu get  Sou n d  Region , a t  2 .0 2 an d  2.51 r esp ect ively.  Th e a rea  h as  
a  s izable  pop u la t ion  livin g  in  grou p  qu a r t er s ,  es t im a ted  a t  3,370  r es iden t s  in  20 23, 
seven  p ercen t  of t h e t ot a l su ba rea  p op u la t ion .   
 
Based  on  20 20  Cen su s  da t a ,  th e grou p  qu a r t er s  p op u la t ion  is  overwh elm in gly m ade up  
of ap p roxim a tely 2,26 0  p er son s  t h e Cen su s  rep or t s  a s  bein g  in  “ o th er  
n on in s t it u t ion a l facilit ies ,”  a  ca t egory t h a t  in clu des  h om eless  in d ividu a ls ,  bo th  
sh elt er ed  an d  u n sh elter ed .  Th e secon d la rges t  grou p  qua r t er s  popu la t ion  Down town  
in  20 20 , a t  8 4 9  p er son s , is  in  cor r ect ion a l facilit ies ,  du e t o  t h e p r esen ce of t h e Kin g 
Cou n ty Cor r ect ion a l Facilit y.  Th ere a r e  a lso  ap p roxim a tely 250  p eop le r ep or t ed  in  
s t u den t  h ou s in g . 
 
As  a lso  sh own  in  Table 1, accordin g t o  t h e Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su rvey t h e m ed ian  
age Down town  between  20 18  an d 20 22 was  34 .6  yea r s  o ld , wh ich  is  close t o  t h e City of 
Sea t t le’s  m edian  age of 35.4  yea r s  old  an d  you n ger  t h an  t h e Puget  Sou n d  Region ’s  
m ed ian  age of 37.5 year s  o ld .  Th e m ed ian  age in  Down town  decreased  by 3.6  yea r s  
between  20 10  an d  20 23, likely a s  a  r esu lt  o f you n ger  h ou seh olds  m ovin g  in to  th e n ew 
r es iden t ia l develop m en t  in  t h e Region a l Cen t er .  over  t h e sam e t im e p er iod , th e 
m ed ian  age decreased  by 1.0  yea r s  in  t h e City an d  in creased  by 0 .8  yea r s  in  t h e Region . 
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TTaabb llee   11::  PPoo pp uu llaa tt iioo nn   aann dd   HHoo uu ss eehh oo lldd   TTrreenn dd ss ,,   2200 1100 -- 2200 2233  

 
Notes : 
(a )  Hou seh old s  r ep r esen ts  t h e n u m ber  of occu p ied  h ou s in g u n it s , p er  OFM d a ta . 
(b )  Aver age h ou seh old  s ize is  ca lcu la t ed  by h ou seh old  pop u la t ion  d ivid ed  by occu p ied  h ou s in g  un it s , p er  OFM d a ta . 
Sou r ces : Cit y of Sea t t le , Wash in gton  Office of Fin an cia l Man agem en t , Am er ican  Com m un it y Su r vey 5- Yea r  Es t im a t es , 
Agen cy; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h ies : Pop u la t ion  n um bers  -  UC Boun d ar ies . Age -  20 20  Cen su s  Block Gr oup s . 

In com e  
Between  20 18  an d  20 22, t h e m edian  h ou seh old  in com e in  t h e Down town  Region a l 
Cen t er  was  app roxim ately $ 111,10 0 , s ligh t ly below th e City’s  m edian  h ou seh old  
in com e of $ 116 ,10 0  an d  s ligh t ly above th e Region ’s  m edian  h ou seh old  in com e of 
$ 10 6 ,20 0 , accordin g t o  t h e Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su rvey.  However ,  a s  sh own  in  
Figu re 2, th e per  cap ita  in com e in  Down town  was  well above t h e per  cap it a  in com e of 
Sea t t le an d  t h e Pu get  Sou n d  Region , a t  app roxim a tely $ 9 5,0 0 0  com pared  t o $ 77,6 0 0  
an d  $ 57,30 0 , r esp ect ively.  Th is  fin d in g  is  in  lin e with  t h e Region a l Cen t er ’s  sm a ller  
h ou seh old  s ize an d  you n ger  dem ograp h ic, as  t h er e  a re  likely m ore you n g p rofess ion a l 
s in gle- p er son  or  two- p er son  h ou seh olds  with ou t  ch ild ren .   
 
Th ere a r e s ign ifican t  d iffer en ces  in  in com e across  Down town  n eigh borh oods .  More 
t h an  h a lf of down town  h ou seh olds  r ep or t ed  ea rn in g  over  $ 10 0 ,0 0 0  p er  yea r  an d  m ore 
t h an  a  qua r t er  of h ou seh olds  m ake over  $ 20 0 ,0 0 0  p er  yea r .   Th e Region a l Cen t er ,  
h owever , h as  a  la rger  sh a re of lower - in com e h ou seh olds  t h an  t h e City or  Region , with  
ap p roxim a tely 30  p ercen t  of h ou seh olds  m akin g  less  t h an  $ 50 ,0 0 0  p er  yea r , 
com pared  t o  ap p roxim a tely 21 p ercen t  in  Sea t t le  an d  22 p ercen t  in  t h e Pu get  Sou n d  
Region .  Alm ost  13 p ercen t  of t h e h ou seh olds  in  Down town  m ade less  t h an  $ 15,0 0 0  p er  
yea r ,  well above t h e com parable sh a re in  t h e City an d  Region .  
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FFiigguu rr ee   22::  HHoo uu sseehh oo lldd   aann dd   PPeerr   CCaapp iitt aa   IInn ccoo mm ee,,  2200 1188 -- 2200 2222  

 

 
Notes :  
(a )  Med ian  HH In com e for  Suba r ea  ca lcu la t ed  u s in g  a  m ed ian  in com e ca lcu la t or . 
 
Sou r ces : U.S. Cen su s  Bur eau , 20 18 - 20 22 Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su r vey Tables  B19 0 0 1, B19 0 13, an d  B19 30 1; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h ies : 20 20  Cen su s  Block Grou p s . 

 
Th e m ed ian  h ou seh old  in com e Down town  va r ies  gr ea t ly by geograp h y, a s  sh own  in  
Figu re 3.  Th e m edian  h ou seh old  in com e was  h igh er  in  th e cen su s  t r act s  in  t h e 
n or th ern  p or t ion  of t h e Region a l Cen t er  (p r im ar ily Den n y Tr ian gle an d  p a r t s  of 
Bellt own ) th an  in  th e sou th ern  por t ion  of th e Region a l Cen t er  (Pion eer  Squa re an d  th e 
Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict ) .  Th ere is  a lso  a  con cen t r a t ion  of h igh er - in com e 
h ou seh olds  in  t h e n or th ern  p or t ion  of Down town  loca t ed  n ea r  th e growin g t ech n ology 
h u b in  Sou th  Lake Un ion . 
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FFiigguu rr ee   33::    MMeedd iiaann   HHoo uu ss eehh oo lldd   IInn ccoo mm ee,,  2200 1188 -- 2200 2222  

 
Sou r ces : U.S. Cen su s  Bur eau , 20 18 - 20 22 Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su r vey Table S19 0 3; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Tr act s . 

Edu ca t ion    
Accord in g  t h e US Cen su s , between  20 18  an d  20 22 Down town  r esiden t s  h ad  rela t ively 
h igh  levels  of edu ca t ion a l a t t a in m en t  on  average, on  p a r  with  t h e Sea t t le  r es iden t s  
overa ll with  app roxim a tely 6 6  p ercen t  of r es iden t s  over  age 25 h avin g  a  bach elor ’s  
degree or  h igh er ,  an d  ap p roxim a tely 9 2 p ercen t  of r es iden t s  over  age 25 h avin g  a  h igh  
sch ool d ip lom a  or  equ iva len cy, a s  sh own  in  Figu re 4 .  Alm ost  on e th ird  of Down town  
r es iden t s  over  t h e age of 25 h ad  a  gr adua t e  or  p rofess ion a l degree, s ligh t ly above t h e 
edu ca t ion a l a t t a in m en t  r a t e  in  t h e City an d  well above t h e a t t a in m en t  r a t e  in  t h e 
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Region . St r ikin gly, t h er e  a r e  n o  Sea t t le Public Sch ools  with in  t h e Down town  Region a l 
Cen t er . 

FFiigguu rr ee   44 ::  EEdduu ccaa tt iioonn aa ll  AAtt tt aa iinn mm eenn tt ,,   PPoo pp uu llaa tt iioo nn   AAggee  2255++,,   2200 1188 -- 2200 2222  

 
Sou r ces : U.S. Cen su s  Bur eau , 20 18 - 20 22 Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su r vey Tables  S150 1 an d  B150 0 2; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h ies : 20 20  Cen su s  Block Grou p s . 

Racia l an d  Socia l Equ it y  
Th e City of Sea t t le  h as  develop ed  a  com pos ite  r acia l an d  socia l equ it y in dex t o  a id in  
the identifica tion  of City pla nn ing, progra m  a nd investm ent priorities.1  Th is  cen su s  t r act  
t ool was  la s t  u p da t ed  in  20 23 based  on  a  va r iety of in dica tor s ,  in clud in g  m et r ics  
r e la t ed  t o p over ty, race an d  eth n icit y, p ublic h ea lt h , d isabilit y s t a tu s  an d  o th er  factor s  
r e la t ed  t o r acia l an d  socioecon om ic equ it y a s  iden t ified  by th e City.  Th e t h r ee sub-
in d ices  th a t  m ake u p  t h e com pos it e  in dex a re: 

• Race, En glish  Lan guage Lea rn er s  & Or ig in s  In dex (p er son s  of color ,  En glish  
lan gu age lea rn er s , an d  for eign - born ) 

• Socioecon om ic Disadvan t age In dex (p over ty an d  edu ca t ion ) 
• Hea lth  Disadvan t age In dex ( life  exp ectan cy, d iabet es ,  obesit y,  p oor  m en ta l 

h ea lt h , a s t h m a , an d  o th er  d isabilit ies )  

 
1 A fu ll d escr ip t ion  of t h e d a ta  an d  m et h od ology u sed  t o  cr ea t e t h is  in d ex is  ava ilab le a t  h t t p s :/ / da t a -
sea t t lecit yg is .op en da t a .a r cg is .com / d a ta set s / 3a6 bcc7fa4 c14 c4 d aabdb1cd 8 f329 758 / exp lor e 
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As  sh own  in  Figu re 5, t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  Area  in cludes  both  “ h igh es t  
equ it y p r ior it y”  n eigh borh oods  (e .g .,  Pion eer  Squa re an d  Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l 
Dis t r ict ,  wh ich  h ave a  h igh es t  equ it y p r ior it y for  a ll t h r ee su b- in d ices)  an d  
n eigh borh oods  with  rela t ively low equ ity p r ior it y r an kin gs  (e .g . Bellt own  an d  Den n y 
Tr ian gle) .   Th ese d ispa r it ies  a r e  r eflect ed  in  t h e in com e in equ alit y n ot ed  above an d  
h ave im plica t ion s  for  econ om ic, h ou sin g , an d  r ea l es t a t e  con dit ion s  an d  t r en ds  a s  
descr ibed  in  t h e followin g sect ion s .   

FFiigguu rr ee   55::  RRaacciiaa ll  aann dd   SSoo cciiaa ll  EEqquu iitt yy  IInn ddeexx::  EEqquu iitt yy  PPrr iioo rr iitt yy  RRaann kk iinn gg  

 
Sou r ce: Cit y of Sea t t le , 20 23; BAE, 20 24 .  
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Tr act s .  
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Econ om ic Con dit ion s   
As Sea t t le’s  “ p reem in en t ”  Region a l Cen t er , 2 Down town  h as  t h e cit y’s  la rges t  
con cen t r a t ion  of bu s in esses  an d  em ploym en t  across  econ om ic sector s .  His tor ica lly,  
Down town  Sea t t le  h as  been  an  im p or t an t  d r iver  of t ax r even u e for  th e City, in clu d in g  
from  sou rces  like sa les  t axes , p rop er ty t axes , an d  h ot el t axes .  Th ese r even u es  a r e 
cr it ica l for  t h e lon g- t erm  p rovis ion  of key services  n ot  ju s t  in  an d  a rou n d  Down town , 
bu t  cit ywide.  Th e followin g sect ion  of t h e rep or t  p rofiles  t h e Down town  econ om y 
with  a  focu s  on  key sector s  a s  iden t ified  by th e City’s  Office of Econ om ic Developm en t  
(OED3) ,  t h e Down town  Act iva t ion  Plan  an d  t h e City’s  Draft  On e Sea t t le  Com p reh en s ive 
Plan 4.   

Jobs  by In du s t ry Sect or   

Down town  saw a  su bst an t ia l in crease in  em p loym en t  between  20 10  an d  20 20 , with  
overa ll em ploym en t  in cr eas in g by 4 2 p ercen t ,  o r  over  6 0 ,0 0 0  jobs , fr om  14 3,237 t o  
20 3,4 77 (see Table  2) .  Down town  is  t h e la rges t  em ploym en t  n ode in  Sea t t le , 
a ccou n t in g  for  29  p ercen t  of t h e cit y’s  jobs  as  of 20 20 .  
 
Makin g  up  two- th irds  of t o t a l 20 20  jobs  Down town  an d 54  p ercen t  cit ywide, 
em ploym en t  is  dom in a t ed  by t h e Services  sector .  Th is  sector  is  a lso  r esp on s ib le for  
m os t  of t h e em p loym en t  growth  Down town  an d  citywide, add in g  over  53,0 0 0  jobs  
Down town  an d  over  10 5,0 0 0  jobs  in  Sea t t le  between  20 10  an d  20 20 .  
 
More det a iled  sectora l da t a  from  th e U.S. Cen su s  Lon gitu d in a l Em ployer - Hou seh old  
Dyn am ics  p rogram  in d ica t es  t h a t  t h ese service jobs  a r e  la rgely in  th e Profess ion a l,  
Scien t ific, an d  Tech n ica l Services  sector  an d  t h e In form a t ion  sector ,  r eflect in g t h e 
s t ron g h igh - t ech  econ om y of t h e Pu get  Sou n d  Region . 
 
Th e two o th er  sector s  with  over  10  p ercen t  of t o t a l jobs  Down town  a r e  Fin an ce, 
In su ran ce, an d  Rea l Es t a t e  (FIRE) an d  Govern m en t .  Em p loym en t  in  t h ese two sector s  
was  s t ab le  over  th e 20 10  t o  20 20  decade.  Ret a il Trade an d  Wh olesa le  Trade, 
Tran spor t a t ion , an d  Ut ilit ies  (WTU) both  sh owed  job growth  of n ea r ly 4 0  p ercen t  over  
t h e 10 - yea r  p er iod .  

 
2www.sea t t le .gov/ d ocum en t s / Dep a r tm en t s / OPCD/ On goin gIn it ia t ives / Sea t t lesCom pr eh en s ivePlan / Cou n cilAdop ted 20
20 _ Neigh bor h ood Plan n in g .p df  
3 h t t p s :/ / www.sea t t le .gov/ office- of- econ om ic- d evelopm en t / in d u s t r ies - an d -
wor kfor ce# :~ :t ext=OED% 20 s t r a t eg ica lly% 20 focu ses% 20 on % 20 t h e,scien ces% 2C% 20 h ea lt h % 20 ser vices% 20 an d% 2
0 con s t r u ct ion  
4  h t t p s :/ / www.sea t t le.gov/ d ocum en t s / Depa r tm en t s / OPCD/ Sea t t lePlan / On eSea t t lePlan Dra ftPlan 20 24 .p df  
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TTaabb llee   22::    JJoobbss   bbyy  IInn dd uu ss tt rr yy,,  2200 1100 -- 2200 2200   

 
Note: Tota ls  m ay n o t  m a t ch  sum s  d u e t o  r oun d in g. 
Sou r ces : Cit y of Sea t t le , 20 20 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
 
 

Ma jor  Em p loyer s  loca t ed  Down town  in clu de p r iva t e sector  t ech n ology com p an ies  like 
Am azon , m a jor  r e t a iler s  like Nords t rom  an d  p u blic- sector  agen cies  su ch  a s  t h e City of 
Sea t t le,  Kin g  Cou n ty, an d  t h e Sta t e  of Wash in gton .  Desp it e  t h e econ om ic d is loca t ion  
cau sed  by t h e COVID- 19  pan dem ic, Down town  con t in u es  t o  a t t r act  bu s in esses  an d  
lon g- t im e bu sin esses  su ch  a s  Am azon  con t in u e t o  p u r su e exp an s ion  p lan s  in  an d  
a rou n d  th e Down town  a r ea .   

  

Downtown Subarea
Change, 2010-2020

Industry Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Construction/Resources 1,545 1.1% 3,449 1.7% 1,904 123.2%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate (FIRE) 20,323 14.2% 20,819 10.2% 496 2.4%
Manufacturing 2,482 1.7% 2,457 1.2% -25 -1.0%
Retail 7,193 5.0% 10,010 4.9% 2,817 39.2%
Services 82,569 57.6% 135,787 66.7% 53,218 64.5%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Utilities (WTU) 5,124 3.6% 7,072 3.5% 1,948 38.0%
Government 23,891 16.7% 23,705 11.6% -186 -0.8%
Education 110 0.1% 134 0.1% 24 21.8%

Total 143,237 100.0% 203,477 100.0% 60,240 42.1%

City of Seattle
Change, 2010-2020

Industry Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent
Construction/Resources 20,108 3.9% 32,420 4.7% 12,312 61.2%
Finance, Insurance, Real Estate (FIRE) 35,425 6.9% 38,427 5.6% 3,002 8.5%
Manufacturing 27,527 5.4% 25,978 3.8% -1,549 -5.6%
Retail 39,095 7.6% 92,039 13.3% 52,944 135.4%
Services 267,479 52.1% 372,713 53.9% 105,234 39.3%
Wholesale Trade, Transportation, Utilities (WTU) 30,934 6.0% 36,285 5.2% 5,351 17.3%
Government 48,713 9.5% 50,694 7.3% 1,981 4.1%
Education 44,511 8.7% 37,581 5.4% -6,930 -15.6%

Total 513,792 100.0% 691,359 100.0% 177,567 34.6%

2010 2020

2010 2020



 

18  

Res iden t  Em p loym en t  by In du st r y an d  Occupa t ion  

Accord in g  t o  th e Am er ican  Com m un ity Su rvey, th e t op  t h r ee in du st ry sector s  for  
em ployed  r es iden t s  of t h e Down town  between  20 18  an d 20 22 were Profess ion a l,  
Scien t ific, an d  Tech n ica l Services  a t  28  p ercen t  of em ployed  r esiden t s ; Ret a il Trade a t  
18  p ercen t  of em p loyed  r es iden t s ; an d  In form a t ion  a t  e igh t  p er cen t  of em ployed  
r es iden t s .  Th e d is t r ibu t ion  by sector  in d ica tes  t h a t  r es iden t s ’ jobs  r eflect  t h e office  
an d  r et a il- based  or ien t a t ion  of Down town ’s  econ om y, two sector s  gr ea t ly im p act ed  
by r em ote work.  As  sh own  in  Figu re 6  on  th e fo llowin g p age, wh ile  t h e d is t r ibu t ion  of 
em ployed  Down town  res iden t s  by m a jor  in du s t ry sector  was  gen era lly a lign ed  with  
t h e cit ywide d is t r ibu t ion , t h e t op  th r ee sector s  n ot ed  above m ade up  grea t er  
p rop or t ion s  of em ploym en t  Down town  th an  for  t h e cit y overa ll. Down town  h ad  
sm aller  p rop or t ion s  of r es iden t s  workin g  in  Hea lth  Ca re an d  Socia l Ass is t an ce, 
Man u factu r in g , an d  Edu ca t ion a l Services .  Th e u n em p loym en t  r a tes  for  r es iden t s  
livin g  Down town , Sea t t le ,  an d  t h e Region  a r e low, with  Down town ’s  r a t e  of 3.9  
p er cen t  below th a t  for  t h e cit y or  r eg ion . 
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FFiigguu rr ee   66 ::    EEmm pp llooyyeedd   RReess iidd eenn tt ss   bbyy  IInn dd uu ss tt rryy,,   2200 1188 -- 2200 2222    

 

 
 Notes : 
(a )  Res id en t  em p loym en t  an d  u n em p loym en t  ra t e for  t h e p op u la t ion  aged  16  yea rs  an d  over . 
 
Sou r ces : U.S. Cen su s  Bur eau , 20 18 - 20 22 Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su r vey Tables  S24 0 3, S230 1, B24 0 30 , an d  B230 25; BAE, 
20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Block Grou p s . 
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Th e labor  for ce in  Down town  Sea t t le  is  s t r on gly or ien t ed  t oward  p rofess ion a l 
occu p a t ion s ; n ea r ly th r ee- fou r th s  of Down town ’s  workin g  r es iden t s  a r e  in  
m an agem en t ,  bu s in ess ,  scien ce, an d  a r t s  occu p a t ion s , com pared  t o on ly 6 5 p ercen t  
cit ywide an d  less  t h an  50  p ercen t  r egion a lly (see Figu re 7) .  Down town  h as  
com para t ively sm all p rop or t ion s  of res iden ts  in  service, sa les ,  an d  
office/ adm in is t r a t ive, an d  ext r em ely sm a ll p rop or t ion s  in  t rad it ion a l “ b lu e colla r ”  
occu p a t ion s  su ch  a s  con s t ru ct ion , m ain t en an ce, p rodu ct ion , an d  t r an sp or t a t ion . 
 

FFiigguu rr ee   77::    EEmm pp llooyyeedd   RReess iidd eenn tt ss   bbyy  OOccccuu pp aa tt iioonn ,,   2200 1188 -- 2200 2222  

 
Sou r ces : U.S. Cen su s  Bur eau , 20 18 - 20 22 Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su r vey Table C24 0 10 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Block Grou p s . 

 
 
 

74.2%

9.4%

5.9%

5.6%

3.7%

1.2%

64.9%

12.0%

7.5%

7.1%

5.6%

2.9%

49.3%

14.6%

8.6%

9.4%

10.6%

7.5%

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70% 80% 90%

Management, business, science, and arts
occupations

Service occupations

Sales and sales related

Office/administrative support

Production, transportation, and material moving
occupations

Natural resources, construction, and
maintenance occupations

Downtown Seattle Puget Sound Region



 

21 

Down t own  Wor ker s  by Race an d  Hispan ic Or ig in  

Th e r ace an d  Hispan ic or igin  of worker s  em ployed  Down town  r eflect  t h e overa ll m ix 
for  t h e worker s  livin g  in  t h e City or  workin g  in  t h e City, with  app roxim a tely 70  
p ercen t  of p r im ary jobs  h eld  by wh it e  r es iden t s ,  18  percen t  h eld  by Asian  r es iden t s ,  s ix 
p ercen t  by Black res iden t s ,  an d  th e r em ain der  across  o th er  grou p s (see Table  3) .  
Between  seven  an d  eigh t  p er cen t  of worker s  em ployed  down town  ar e  of Hispan ic 
or igin .  

Down town  sh ows a  h igh er  p ropor t ion  of As ian  worker s  am on g th ose livin g  th ere  (wh o 
m ay be workin g an ywh ere, n ot  ju s t  Down town ), an d  a  lower  p ropor t ion  of workin g 
wh it e  r es iden t s .  On e- th ird  of Down town ’s  workin g r es iden t s  a r e  As ian , an d  56  
p ercen t  a r e wh it e .  Th e p rop or t ion s  of o th er  r es iden t  r ace/ eth n ic grou p s  a r e s im ila r  t o  
t h a t  of t h ose workin g  Down town  or  citywide an d  of em p loyed  r esiden t s  of Sea t t le .  

TTaabb llee   33::  DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   WWoo rr kk eerr ss   aann dd   EEmm pp llooyyeedd   RReess iidd eenn tt ss   bbyy  RRaaccee  aann dd   EEtt hh nn iicciitt yy,,  2200 2211  

 
Note:  Pr im ar y jobs  on ly. 

 Sou r ces : U.S. Cen su s  Bur eau , On Th eMap  Ap p lica t ion  an d  LEHD Or ig in - Des t in a t ion  Em p loym en t  St a t is t ics  (Begin n in g  
of Qu a r t er  Em p loym en t , 2n d  Qu a r t er  o f 20 0 2- 20 21); BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

  



 

22 

Jobs / Em p loyed  Res iden t s  Ba lan ce an d  Com m u te Flows   

Jobs  fa r  ou tn um ber  em ployed  r es iden t s  in  th e Down town  Su ba rea ; t h er e a r e over  
20 0 ,0 0 0  jobs  Down town , an d  t h e ACS com m u te da t a  sh own  in  Table  4  below sh ows 
ap p roxim a tely 25,0 0 0  em ployed  r es iden t s .  As  illu s t r a t ed  by t h e Un iver s it y of 
Wash in gton  Com m u te Su rvey da ta  sh own  in  Figu re 8 , Down town  res iden t s  a lso t en d  
t o  work Down town  or  n ea rby, esp ecia lly in  th e ad jacen t  Sou th  Lake Un ion  
n eigh borh ood .  Worker s  in - com m u te t o  Down town  from  th rou gh ou t  Sea t t le  an d  t h e 
r eg ion .   
 
Down town  res iden t s  h ave an  u n u su a l m ix of com m u te m odes  accord in g  t o t h e ACS, a s  
sh own  in  Table  4  on  th e fo llowin g p age.  Becau se of t h e t en den cy of Down town  
r es iden t s  t o  a lso  work Down town  or  n ea rby, a  n ot ably la rge p rop or t ion , 32 p ercen t ,  
u su a lly wa lk t o  work, an d  on ly 20  p ercen t  d r ive or  r ide in  a  ca r ,  t r uck, or  van .  By 
com par ison , t h e m os t  com m on  m ean s  of t r an sp or t a t ion  t o  work cit ywide is  in  a  ca r , 
t r u ck, or  van , an d  on ly n in e p ercen t  of em ployed  r es iden t s  cit ywide wa lk t o  work.  
Nea r ly on e- th ird  of Down town ’s  em ployed  r es iden t s  work from  h om e.  It  sh ou ld  be 
n ot ed  t h a t  th is  da t a  span s  t h e 20 18  t h rou gh  20 22 p er iod , du r in g  wh ich  com m u te 
p a t t ern s  m ay h ave seen  s ign ifican t  sh ift s  due t o  t h e Covid- 19  pan dem ic.  Th e 
Un iver s it y of Wash in gton  Com m u te Su rvey da t a  sh ows gen era lly s im ila r  pa t t ern s  for  
r esp on den t s  livin g  Down town , with  som e var ia t ion  dep en d in g  on  weekday.  Th e 
com m u te m ode with  t h e gr ea t es t  va r ia t ion  by weekday was  workin g  from  h om e, with  
a lm os t  h a lf of r esp on den t s  workin g from  h om e on  Mon days  com pared  t o  on e- th ird  
workin g from  h om e on  Th u r sdays .   
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FFiigguu rr ee   88 ::    IInn bboouu nn dd   aann dd   OOuu ttbboo uu nn dd   CCoo mm mm uu tt ee  TTrr iipp ss ,,   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn ,,   2200 2222  

   
Note: Th e m ap on  t h e left  sh ows  t h e in boun d  com m u te t r ip s  for  wor ks it es  in  t h e Down town  a r ea s  (N=4 ,6 6 8 ) . Th e m ap  
on  t h e r igh t  sh ows t h e ou tboun d  com m u te t r ip s  for  Down town  r es id en ts  (N=1,4 6 9 ) . On  both  m ap s , t h e gr een  d o t s  
r ep r esen t  t h e com m u ter s  h om e loca t ion s , t h e r ed  t r ian gle r ep r esen t in g  wor ks it es  an d  t h e gr ay lin es  r epr esen t  t h e 
com m u te t r ip  (con n ect ion ) t o  sh ow th e vo lu m e of t h e t r ip s  an d  d ir ect ion .   
Sou r ces : Un iver s it y of Wash in gton , Sea t t le  Com m u t e Su r vey, 20 22; BAE 20 24 .  

TTaabb llee   44 ::  MMeeaann ss   oo ff  TTrr aann ss pp oo rr tt aa tt iioo nn   tt oo   WWoo rr kk   

 
Notes : 
(a )   Exclu d es  t axicabs . 
(b )   In clud es  subways an d  eleva t ed  ligh t  r a ilways . 
(c)   In clu d es  taxicabs , m otor cycles , b icycles , an d  o t h er  m ean s .  
(d )   Tot a ls  m ay n o t  m a t ch  t o t a ls  in  o th er  tab les  d u e t o  in d ep en d en t  rou n d in g . 
 
Sou r ces : U.S. Cen su s  Bur eau , Am er ican  Com m un ity Su r vey 20 18 - 20 22 Table B0 8 10 1; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Tr act s . 
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Sm a ll Bu s in ess  Con d it ion s   

Sea t t le’s  Downtown Activa tion  Pla n  views  sm a ll bu s in esses  a s  bein g a  key com p on en t  
of a  t h r ivin g down town , p rovid in g  own er sh ip  opp or tu n it ies  for  en t r ep ren eu r s  from  
d iver se backgrou n ds  an d  fillin g  vacan t  r e t a il,  r es t au ran t , an d  office  sp aces  with  
t h r ivin g  bu sin esses  servin g  Down town ’s  res iden t  an d  worker  p op u la t ion . Based  on  
t h e da ta  in  Table  5, t h e average n u m ber  of em ployees  for  p r iva t e  bu s in esses  loca t ed  in  
t h e Down town  su ba rea  is  u n der  20  p er son s  p er  bu s in ess ,  in d ica t in g  t h e p r esen ce of a  
la rge n um ber  of sm a ll firm s .  Man y of t h e in du s t ry sector s  h ave n otably sm aller  
average firm  s izes; for  exam p le, Rea l Es t a t e ,  Ren t a l & Leas in g  bu s in esses  h ave an  
average of 10 .1 em p loyees  p er  firm , an d  Adm in is t r a t ive, Sup por t  & Wast e  Man agem en t  
Services  bu s in esses  h ave an  average of 10 .4  em ployees  p er  firm .  Am on g th e t op  
sector s  by n um ber  of t o t a l r ep or t ed  em p loyees , Profess ion a l, Scien t ific & Tech  
Services  bu s in esses  averaged 18 .6  em p loyees, Accom m oda t ion  & Food  Services  
averaged  22.9  em ployees , Ret a il Trade averaged  16 .7 em ployees , an d  Oth er  Services  
(excep t  Public Adm in is t r a t ion )  averaged  12.5 em ployees .  

TTaabb llee   55::  BBuu ss iinn eess ss   TTyypp eess   SSuu mm mm aarr yy,,  DDoo wwnn ttoowwnn   SSuu bbaa rr eeaa ,,  2200 2233  

 
Notes : Th e tab le sum m ar izes  Es r i Bu s in ess  An a lys t ' s  Bu s in ess  Su m m ar y, wh ich  u t ilizes  20 23 Da ta  Axle bus in ess  
in for m a t ion  an d  20 20  Cen su s  b lock gr ou ps  t o  a lloca t e bu s in esses  t o  cu s tom  geograp h ies . Lea rn  m or e: 
h t t p s :/ / s to r ym aps .a r cg is .com / s tor ies / 0 bcc56 57bba0 4 d 8d b9 28 eab8 7232e124   
 
Sou r ces : Esr i Bu s in ess  An a lys t , 20 23; BAE, 20 24  
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
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Th e r et a il an d  food  services  sector  is  h om e to m an y sm a ll bu s in esses ,  with  an  average 
r ep or t ed  s ize of 16 .0  em ployees  p er  bu s in ess  for  t h e Down town  su ba rea , a s  sh own  in  
Table  6 .  For  t h e la rges t  em ployer s  Down town  by r et a il su bsector , Food  Services  & 
Dr in kin g  Places  (wh ich  em ployees  n ea r ly h a lf of t h e la rger  re t a il/ food  services  
sector ’s  worker s )  sh ows an  average s ize of 15.3 em p loyees  p er  bu sin ess ,  Sp or t in g  
Goods , Hobby, Book, & Mu sic Stores  sh ows on ly 5.9  em ployees  on  average p er  
bu s in ess ,  an d  Food  & Beverage Stores  sh ows 10 .4  em p loyees  on  average p er  bu s in ess .  
Two su bsector s ,  Clo th in g , Clo th in g  Accessor ies ,  Sh oe an d  Jewelry Stores ,  an d  Gen era l 
Merch an d ise Stores ,  ap p ea r  t o  be dom in a t ed  by la rger  em p loyer s . 
 

TTaabb llee   66 ::  RReett aa iill  TTrr aaddee   aann dd   FFoo oodd   SSeerrvviicceess   SSuu mm mm aarr yy,,   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn ,,  2200 2233  

 
Notes : 
Th e t ab le su m m ar izes  Esr i Bu sin ess  An a lys t ' s  Bu s in ess  Sum m ar y, wh ich  u t ilizes  20 23 Da ta  Axle bu s in ess  in for m a t ion  
an d  20 20  Cen su s  b lock grou p s  t o  a lloca t e bu s in esses  to  cu s tom  geogr ap h ies . Lea rn  m or e: 
h t t p s :/ / s to r ym aps .a r cg is .com / s tor ies / 0 bcc56 57bba0 4 d 8d b9 28 eab8 7232e124   
 
Sou r ces : Esr i Bu s in ess  An a lys t , 20 23; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

 
Th e U.S. Cen su s  Bu sin ess  Pa t t ern s  p rogram  p rovides  add it ion a l in s igh t s  in to t h e 
n u m ber  of sm a ll bu sin esses  in  t h e Down town  su ba rea  (see Table  7) .  As  of 20 21, Zip  
Code Bu s in ess  Pa t t ern s  sh ows t h a t  over  two- th irds  of t h e ap p roxim a tely 6 ,30 0  
bu s in ess  es t ab lish m en t s  in  t h e Down town  Zip  Codes  h ave less  t h an  10  em ployees .  
Sector s  wh ere 70  p ercen t  or  m ore of t h e bu sin esses  h ad  fewer  t h an  10  em p loyees  
in clu ded Wh olesa le Trade, Ret a il Trade, Rea l Es t a t e  Ren ta l & Leas in g , Adm in is t r a t ion  
& Su p por t  & Wast e  Man agem en t  & Rem ed ia t ion  Services , Ar t s ,  En t er t a in m en t ,  & 
Recrea t ion , an d  Oth er  Services  (excep t  Public Adm in is t r a t ion ) . 
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TTaabb llee   77::  SSmm aa llll  BBuu ss iinn eess ss eess   iinn   tt hh ee   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   SSuu bbaa rr eeaa   

 
Note: 
Tot a ls  m ay d iffer  fr om  o th er  sou r ces .  Exclu d es  bu s in esses  with  n o  wage or  sa la r y em p loyee, e.g ., so le p r opr ietor sh ip s  
with  n o  o th er  s t a ff. 
(a )   May exclu d e a  sm a ll n um ber  of es tab lish m en t s  fo r  som e sect or s  d u e t o  con fid en t ia lit y ru les . 

Sou r ces :  U.S. Cen su s , Zip  Cod e Bu s in ess  Pa t t ern s , 20 21; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Zip  Cod es  9 8 10 1, 9 810 4 , an d  9 8 121. 

For  a  bu s in ess  t o  op era t e  lega lly in  Sea t t le , a  cit y bu s in ess  licen se is  r equ ir ed .  As  an  
in d ica tor  of t h e r a t e  of bu s in ess  form a t ion  in  Down town  Sea t t le , Figu re 9  sh ows 
t r en ds  in  t h e n um ber  of Sea t t le  bu s in ess  licen ses  is su ed  in  r ecen t  yea r s .  Th e ch a r t  is  
lim it ed  t o cu r r en t ly act ive bu s in esses .  It  is  likely th a t  m an y of th ese bu s in esses  a r e 
sm all s t a r t u p  bu s in esses .  As  sh own , bu sin esses  con t in u e t o  obt a in  bu s in ess  licen ses  
a t  a  re la t ively s t eady pace of over  4 0 0  ap p lica t ion s  an n ua lly, excep t  for  t h e pan dem ic 
yea r  of 20 20 ; h owever ,  even  t h a t  yea r  sh ows 370  bu s in ess  s t a r t u p s  am on g s t ill- act ive 
bu s in esses . Of t h e approxim a tely 3,9 0 0  act ive bu s in esses  t h a t  op en ed  between  20 14  
an d  20 23, 55 percen t  h ave been  in  opera t ion  for  a t  lea s t  five yea r s .  Th is  in dica t es  t h a t  
Down town  bu s in esses  can  ach ieve s t ab ilit y an d  lon ger - t erm  su ccess  bu t  does  n ot  
accou n t  for  t h e bu s in ess  t h a t  h ave op en ed  an d  closed .  
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FFiigguu rr ee   99 ::    BBuu ss iinn eess ss   LLiicceenn ssee   AApp pp lliiccaa tt iioo nn ss ,,   2200 1144 -- 2200 2233,,   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   SSuu bbaa rr eeaa   

 

Note: On ly in clu d es  cur r en t ly act ive bu s in ess ; for  in s t an ce, app lica t ion s  for  bu s in esses  t h a t  wer e m ad e in  2014  wh er e 
t h e bu s in ess  h as  s in ce closed  ar e n o t  sh own  h er e. 
 
Sou r ces :  Cit y of Sea t t le Bu s in ess  Licen se Da t abase, Jun e 20 24 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
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Rea l Es t a t e  Mar ket  Con d it ion s  
As th e r eg ion ’s  m os t  im p or tan t  cen t er  for  com m ercia l act ivit y,  Down town  Sea t t le  is  
a lso  an  im p or t an t  n ode for  com m ercia l r ea l es t a t e  act ivity,  a s  well a s  a  growin g h u b 
for  r es iden t ia l developm en t .  Begin n in g with  an  an a lys is  of th e Down town  h ou sin g  
m arket , t h e followin g sect ion  of t h e r ep or t  p rofiles  r ea l es t a t e  m arket  con d it ion s  an d  
t r en ds  in  Down town  com pared  t o  t h e City of Sea t t le .   

Hou s in g  Mar ket  an d  Needs  Asses sm en t   

Exis t in g Hou sin g Un it  Ch a ract er is t ics  

Th e Down town  Region a l Cen t er ’s  h ou s in g s t ock con s is t s  a lm os t  exclu s ively of 
m u lt ifam ily h ou s in g  un it s  accordin g  t o Ap r il 20 24  da t a  from  th e Kin g  Cou n ty 
Assessor .  By com p ar ison , a s  sh own  in  Table  8 , m u lt ifam ily u n it s  in  t h e City of Sea t t le  
m ake u p  6 2 p ercen t  of a ll h ou s in g  u n it s .  Th e m ult ifam ily u n it s  Down town  a r e 
p r im ar ily apa r tm en t s  an d  con dos / con dos  in  apa r tm en t  u se.  App roxim a tely five 
p ercen t  of t h e h ou s in g u n it s  Down town  a r e  con grega t e  h ou s in g u n it s ,  in  lin e with  th e 
sh a re of con grega t e  un it s  in  t h e City.    

TTaabb llee   88 ::  HHoo uu ss iinn gg   UUnn iitt   CChh aa rr aacctt eerr iiss tt iiccss ,,   AApp rr iill  2200 2244   

 
Sou r ces : Kin g  Coun ty Assessor ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

 
Down town ’s  h ou s in g  s t ock is  r e la t ively n ew com pared  t o  Sea t t le  a s  a  wh ole, with  a  
m ed ian  yea r  bu ilt  o f 20 11 com pared  t o  19 9 9  for  t h e City.  Accord in g  t o  t h e Kin g Cou n ty 
Assessor ,  a s  sh own  in  Table  9 , a s  of Ap r il 20 24  m ore t h an  75 percen t  of t h e h ou s in g  

Downtown Subarea City of Seattle
Type of Residence Number Percent Number Percent
Single Family 3            0.0% 133,580   32.0%
Apartment 21,375   59.3% 171,945   41.2%
Condo 8,672     24.0% 37,741     9.0%
Condo in Apt Use 4,107     11.4% 15,893     3.8%
Townhouse -         0.0% 23,392     5.6%
Congregate 1,821     5.0% 21,466     5.1%
Res-2-4 Unit 4            0.0% 12,571     3.0%
Res/Comm 80          0.2% 880          0.2%

Total 36,062   100.0% 417,468   100.0%

Single Family Housing Units 3            0.0% 156,972   37.6%
Multifamily Housing Units 36,059   100.0% 260,496   62.4%

Average No. of Bedrooms
Average Size (sf)

0.96 1.98
743 1,183
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u n it s  Down town  were bu ilt  a ft er  20 0 0 , with  t en  p ercen t  of u n it s  bu ilt  s in ce 20 20 .  In  
t h e City of Sea t t le ,  4 8  p ercen t  of u n it s  were bu ilt  a ft er  20 0 0 , an d  n in e percen t  of u n it s  
were bu ilt  a ft er  20 20 .   

TTaabb llee   99 ::  HHoouu ss iinn gg   UUnn iitt ss   bbyy  YYeeaa rr   BBuu iilltt ,,   AApp rr iill  2200 2244   

 
Sou r ces : Kin g  Coun ty Assessor ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
 
As  sh own  in  Table  10 , Down town ’s  h ou seh olds  a r e  p r im ar ily r en t ers ,  with  81 p ercen t  
of h ou s in g u n it s  bein g r en t er - occup ied  between  20 18  an d  20 22, accord in g t o  t h e 
Am er ican  Com m u n ity Su rvey.  Down town ’s  ren t er  h ou seh olds  r ep resen t ed  a  la rger  
sh a re of t o t a l h ou seh olds  wh en  com pared  t o  t h e City of Sea t t le  an d  Pu get  Sou n d  
Region , with  r en t er - occu p ied  h ou s in g  u n it s  m akin g u p  56  p ercen t  of t h e City’s  t o ta l 
u n it s ,  an d  ju s t  39  p ercen t  of t h e Region ’s  t o t a l un it s .  Between  20 10  an d  20 22, t h e 
sh a re of r en t er - occu p ied  u n it s  sh ran k s ligh t ly in  Down town  (by t h ree p ercen t )  bu t  
gr ew in  t h e City (by fou r  p ercen t )  an d  Region  (by two p ercen t ) . Th ese t r en ds  in  
Down town  Sea t t le  a r e  la rgely con s is t en t  with  o th er  growin g cen t ra l cit y 
n eigh borh oods  in  s t ron g m arket  cit ies  in  t h e Un it es  Sta t es  su ch  a s ,  for  exam ple, 
Den ver  an d  San  Diego.  
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TTaabb llee   1100 ::  OOccccuu pp iieedd   HHoouu ss iinn gg   UUnn iitt ss   bbyy  TTeenn uu rr ee,,   2200 00 66 -- 2200 1100   tt oo   2200 1188 -- 2200 2222  

 
Sou r ces : 20 0 6 - 20 10  an d  20 18 - 20 22 Am er ican  Com m u n it y Su r vey Table DP0 4 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  an d  20 10  Cen su s  Tract s . 
 

 
Between  20 18  an d  20 22, Down town  h ad  a  r es iden t ia l vacan cy ra t e  of 13.4  p ercen t ,  
above t h e City’s  an d  Region ’s  vacan cy ra t es  of 7.3 an d  5.6  p ercen t ,  r esp ect ively.  As  
sh own  in  Table  11, of Down town ’s  vacan t  un it s ,  37 p ercen t  were ava ilable  for  r en t , in  
lin e with  t h e overa ll for  r en t  vacan cy r a t e  in  Sea t t le an d  above t h e for - r en t  vacan cy 
r a t e  for  t h e Pu get  Soun d  Region .  More th an  a  qua r t er  of t h e vacan t  u n it s  Down town  
were r ep or t ed  a s  vacan t  for  season al,  r ecr ea t ion a l,  o r  occasion a l u se, com p ared  t o  ju s t  
13 p ercen t  of u n it s  in  Sea t t le  an d  18  p ercen t  of u n it s  in  t h e Pu get  Sou n d  Region .  
Down town  h ad  a  la rger  sh a re of h ou sin g  u n it s  t h a t  a r e  ren t ed  bu t  n ot  occu p ied  t h an  
t h e City or  Region , a t  17 p ercen t  com p ared  t o 13 p ercen t  an d  eigh t  per cen t ,  
r esp ect ively.   
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TTaabb llee   1111::  HHoo uu ss iinn gg  VVaaccaann ccyy  bbyy  TTyyppee   oo ff  VVaaccaann ccyy,,  2200 1188 -- 2200 2222  

 
Notes : 
(a )   In clu d es  u n it s  vacan t  for  oth er  r ea son s , su ch  a s  p er son a l r ea son s  of t h e own er , u se by a  ca r et aker  o r  jan it o r , an d  
boa rd ed - u p  un it s  n o t  ava ilab le for  occu p an cy. 
 
Sou r ces :  20 18 - 20 22 Am er ican  Com m un ity Su r vey, U.S. Cen sus  Bu r eau  Table B250 0 4 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Block Grou p s . 
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Ren t a l Hou s in g Mar ket  Over view 
Th e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  h as  been  a  h u b for  m u lt ifam ily r es iden t ia l 
developm en t , with  a  la rge sh a re of th e City’s  u n it s  an d  s ign ifican t  growth  over  t h e la s t  
t en  year s .  As  of t h e fou r th  qu a r t er  of 20 23, Down town  h ad  ap p roxim a tely 22,9 0 0  
m u lt ifam ily r en t a l u n it s  r ep resen t in g  13 p ercen t  of Sea t t le’s  t o ta l m u lt ifam ily r en ta l 
u n it s ,  a ccordin g t o  CoSta r  da t a  sum m ar ized  in  Table  12.  Th e m u lt ifam ily ren t a l 
vacan cy ra t e  Down town  was  6 .8  p ercen t ,  com parable t o  t h e r a t es  in  t h e City (7.3 
p ercen t )  an d  th e Region  (6 .7 p ercen t ) .  Th e average a skin g  r en t  for  r en t a l apa r tm en t s  
in  Down town  was  $ 2,38 9  in  t h e fou r th  qu a r ter  of 20 23, an  in cr ease of 1.7 p er cen t  from  
th e p r eviou s  yea r  an d  severa l h u n dred  dolla r s  above t h e average a skin g  r en t  in  Sea t t le  
an d  t h e Puget  Sou n d  Region .  In  t h e t en - yea r  p er iod  between  t h e fir s t  qu a r t er  of 20 14  
an d  t h e fou r th  qua r t er  of 20 23, ap p roxim a tely 8 ,70 0  u n it s  were bu ilt  in  Down town , 
r ep resen t in g 14  p ercen t  of a ll n ew deliver ies  in  t h e City an d  7 p ercen t  of a ll n ew 
deliver ies  in  t h e Region .  As  of t h e en d  of 20 23, th er e  were ap p roxim a tely 2,4 0 0  m ult i-
fam ily ren t a l u n it s  u n der  con s t ru ct ion  Down town , accord in g  t o  CoSta r , r ep resen t in g  
16  percen t  of Sea t t le’s  u n der  con s t ru ct ion  m u lt ifam ily r en ta l u n it s  an d  8  p ercen t  of 
t h e Puget  Sou n d  Region ’s  u n der  con s t ru ct ion  u n it s . 
 

TTaabb llee   1122::  MMuu lltt iiffaamm iillyy  RReess iidd eenn tt iiaa ll  MM aarr kk eett   SSuu mm mm aarr yy,,   AAllll  UUnn iitt   SSiizzeess ,,  QQ44   2200 2233  

 
Sou r ce: CoSta r ; BAE 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

 
  

Multifamily Residential, All Unit Sizes Downtown Subarea City of Seattle Puget Sound Region

Inventory (units), Q4 2023 22,880                        172,211                      520,178                       
Occupied Units 21,303                        159,288                      477,033                       
Vacant Units 1,559                          12,540                        34,903                         
Vacancy Rate 6.8% 7.3% 6.7%

Avg. Asking Rents, Q4 2022 - Q4 2023
Avg. Asking Rent, Q4 2022 $2,350 $1,925 $1,863
Avg. Asking Rent, Q4 2023 $2,389 $1,939 $1,885
% Change Q4 2022 - Q4 2023 1.7% 0.7% 1.2%

New Deliveries (units), Q1 2014 - Q4 2023 8,712                          61,880                        132,392                       

Under Construction (units), Q4 2023 2,354                          15,126                        29,828                         
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For - Sa le  Hou s in g Mar ket  Over view 

Between  March  of 20 23 an d  March  of 20 24 , th e m ed ian  sa le p r ice of down town  
r es iden t ia l u n it s  was  ap p roxim a tely $ 6 15,0 0 0  p er  u n it .  Th e la rge m a jor it y of th ese 
u n it s  were con dom in iu m  u n it s  in  h igh er - den s it y bu ild in gs .  Th e average s ize of 
r es iden t ia l u n it s  so ld  in  Down town  was  89 5 squ a re feet .  Nea r ly two- th irds  of th ese 
u n it s  con t a in ed  ju s t  on e bedroom , with  two- bedroom  u n it s  accoun t in g  for  t h e 
m a jor it y of th e r em a in in g  sa les ,  in d ica t in g  th a t  9 7.5 p ercen t  of a ll u n it s  so ld  in  t h e 
down town  a r ea  h ad  two bedroom s or  less .  Rou gh ly on e- fou r th  of u n it s  so ld  in  
down town  so ld  for  less  t h an  $ 4 50 ,0 0 0 , wh ile  t h e la rges t  sh a re of un it s  (31 p ercen t )  
so ld  for  between  $ 4 50 ,0 0 0  an d $ 6 50 ,0 0 0  p er  u n it .  On  a  p r ice p er  squ a re foot  bas is ,  
t h e average p r ice per  squ a re foot  was  ju s t  above $ 9 0 0  per  squ a re foot .   

TTaabb llee   1133::  HHoo mm ee  SSaa llee   PPrr iiccee   DDiiss tt rr iibbuu tt iioo nn ,,   DDoo wwnn ttoo wwnn   SSuu bbaa rr eeaa ,,   MM aarr cchh   2200 2233-- MM aarr cchh   
2200 2244   

 
Note: Da ta  r eflect  fu ll an d  ver ified  sa les  between  Mar ch  18 , 20 23 t o Mar ch  18 , 20 24 . 
 
Sou r ces : Lis tSou r ce, 20 24 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

 
Accord in g  t o  Zillow, t h e es t im a ted  h om e va lu e in  Down town  n eigh borh oods  h ave 
fa llen  s in ce 20 18 , con t r a ry t o Citywide t r en ds .  As  seen  below in  Figu re 10 , h om e 
va lu es  in  a ll s ix n eigh borh oods  th a t  com p r ise t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  a r ea  
p eaked in  20 18 , fo llowed  by s ign ifican t  declin es  u n t il 20 22 wh en  th ere  was  a  s ligh t  
in cr ease in  h om e va lues  t h rou gh ou t  t h e down town  n eigh borh oods.  Sin ce 20 22, 
h owever , t h e Zillow da t a  in dica t e  s t ab le or  declin in g  h om e va lu es .  However ,  
es t im a ted  h om e va lu es  in  t h e City of Sea t t le  h ave s t ead ily in cr eased  over  t h e la s t  
decade, r each in g  a  p eak in  20 22.  Desp it e  a  decrease in  h om e va lu e in  20 23, p ot en t ia lly 
d r iven  by in creased  in t er es t  r a t es ,  Sea t t le  h om e va lu es  h ave in creased  s t ead ily over  
t h e pas t  fou r  qu a r t er s . 

Percent of
Sale Price Range 1 BR 2 BR 3 BR 4+ BR Total Total
Less than $450,000 98 2 0 0 100 23.0%
$450,000-$649,999 119 16 0 0 135 31.0%
$650,000-$849,999 43 31 0 0 74 17.0%
$850,000-$1,499,999 10 72 6 0 88 20.2%
$1,500,000 or more 5 28 5 0 38 8.7%
Total Units Sold 275 149 11 0 435 100%
Percent of Total 77.9% 42.2% 3.1% 0.0% 123.2%

Median Sale Price $495,000 $983,000 $1,450,000 n/a $615,000
Average Sale Price $561,495 $1,130,152 $1,853,545 n/a $788,949
Average Unit Size (SF) 657 1,275 1,718 n/a 895
Median Price per SF $803 $727 $893 n/a $683
Average Price per SF $977 $876 $1,026 n/a $913
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FFiigguu rr ee   1100 ::    HHoo mm ee  VVaa lluu ee   TTrr eenn ddss ,,   2200 1144 -- 2200 2244   

 
Note: Th e Zillow Hom e Va lu e In d ex is  a  m easu r e of t h e t yp ica l h om e va lu e an d  m ar ket  ch an ges  acr oss  a  g iven  r eg ion  
an d  h ou s in g  t yp e. It  r eflect s  t h e t yp ica l va lu e for  h om es  in  t h e 35t h  to  6 5t h  p er cen t ile r an ge. Lear n  m or e: 
h t t p s :/ / www.zillow.com / r esear ch / m eth od ology- n eu ra l- zh vi- 32128 /   
 
Sou r ces : Zillow; BAE 20 24 .  
 
 

Accord in g  t o  th e City’s  r es iden t ia l develop m en t  p ip elin e, th er e  a r e  ap p roxim a tely 
4 ,0 25 r esiden t ia l u n it s  u n der  con s t ru ct ion .  As ide from  a  lim it ed  n um ber  of un it s ,  a ll 
o f t h e u n it s  a re  loca t ed  in  m ult ifam ily develop m en t s ,  wh eth er  t h a t  be r en t a l 
apa r tm en t s  or  for - sa le  con dom in ium s.  As  Table  14  a lso  dem on s t ra t es ,  t h e down town  
a r ea  h ad  n ea r ly 6 ,6 0 0  n ew r es iden t ia l u n it s  deliver ed  between  20 18  an d  20 24 , wh ich  
r ep resen t ed  a  s ign ifican t  exp an sion  of t h e h ou s in g  in ven tory in  down town  Sea t t le .  
Based  on  t h e geograph ic loca t ion  of th ese p ro ject s ,  sh own  in  Figure 11 below, it  is  
eviden t  t h a t  t h e m a jor it y of t h e n ew developm en t s  a r e loca t ed  in  th e n or th ern  p or t ion  
of t h e down town  a r ea , in clu din g Bellt own  an d  t h e Den n y Tr ian gle n eigh borh oods .  
Den n y Tr ian gle was  pa r t icu la r ly r ip e for  res iden t ia l developm en t , a s  h is t or ica lly it  was  
p r im ar ily for  ligh t  in du s t r ia l u ses .  It  is  u n likely th a t  th e Com m ercia l Core an d  o th er  
office- focu sed  a r eas  will be able  t o  accom m oda te t h e sam e den sit y of r es iden t ia l 
developm en t  in  th e n ea r  fu tu r e .  
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TTaabb llee   1144 ::  RReess iiddeenn tt iiaa ll  DDeevvee lloo pp mm eenn tt   PPiipp ee lliinn ee,,   DDoo wwnn ttoo wwnn   SSuu bbaa rr eeaa ,,   MM aarr cchh   2200 2244   

 
Notes : 
(a )  Th e n um ber  of p ro ject s / u n it s  com p let ed  s in ce 20 18  is  ca lcu la t ed  u s in g  t h e " Yea r  Fin a led"  co lu m n  of t h e Bu ild in g  
Perm it s  da t a , su m m in g  a ll p ro ject s / u n it s  with in  a  year  of 20 18  or  la t er .  Pr o ject s / u n it s  with  n o  lis t ed  " Year  Fin a led "  
a r e coun t ed  a s  Un d er  Con s t r u ct ion .   
(b )  " Oth er "  in clu d es  Accessor y Live/ Wor k un it s  an d  o t h er  un com m on  d evelop m en t  t yp es .  
(c)  Th is  Developm en t  Pip elin e on ly in clu d es  m u lt i- fam ily h ou s in g  p ro ject s / u n it s .  On ly p erm it s  fo r  con s t r u ct ion  of 
two or  m or e n ew un it s  a r e in clu d ed  in  t h e an a lys is  t o  exclu d e p r o ject s  wh er e a  s in g le un it  is  sp lit  in t o  t wo fr om  t h e 
Develop m en t  Pip elin e. 
 
Sou r ces : Cit y of Sea t t le  Res id en t ia l Bu ild in g Per m it s  Is su ed  an d  Fin a l s in ce 19 9 0 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
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FFiigguu rr ee   1111::    RReess iiddeenn tt iiaa ll  DDeevvee lloo pp mm eenn tt   PPiipp ee lliinn ee  MM aapp ,,  2200 1188   OOnn wwaarrdd ss   

 
Notes :         
(a )  Th e n um ber  of p ro ject s / u n it s  com p let ed  s in ce 20 18  is  ca lcu la t ed  u s in g  t h e " Yea r  Fin a led"  co lu m n  of t h e Bu ild in g  
Perm it s  da t a , su m m in g  a ll p ro ject s / u n it s  with  a  yea r  o f 20 18  or  la t er .  Pro ject s / u n it s  wit h  n o lis t ed  " Year  Fin a led "  a r e 
cou n t ed  a s  Un d er  Con s t r u ct ion .   
(b )  Th is  Developm en t  Pip elin e on ly in clu d es  m u lt i- fam ily h ou s in g  p ro ject s / u n it s .  On ly p erm it s  fo r  con s t r u ct ion  of 
two or  m or e n ew un it s  a r e in clu d ed  in  t h e an a lys is  t o  exclu d e p r o ject s  wh er e a  s in g le un it  is  sp lit  in t o  t wo fr om  t h e 
Develop m en t  Pip elin e. 
         
Sou r ces : Cit y of Sea t t le  Res id en t ia l Bu ild in g Per m it s  Is su ed  an d  Fin a l s in ce 19 9 0 ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
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Hou s in g Needs  Assessm en t  

Based  on  CHAS da t a , t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  con t a in s  n ea r ly double th e sh a re 
of ext r em ely low- in com e h ou seh olds  r ela t ive t o  t h e City of Sea t t le  an d  Pu get  Sou n d  
Region .  As  seen  below in  Figu re 12, app roxim a tely 24  p ercen t  of down town  r es iden t s  
h ave ext r em ely low in com es , defin ed  a s  30  percen t  or  less  of t h e HUD Area  Med ian  
Fam ily In com e (HAMFI) .  Th ese h ou seh olds  on ly accou n t  for  14 .6  p ercen t  an d  12.4  
p er cen t  in  t h e City of Sea t t le  an d  Pu get  Sou n d  Region , r esp ect ively.  By con t r a s t ,  t h e 
down town  a r ea  con t a in s  a  s im ila r  p rop or t ion  of above m odera t e- in com e h ou seh olds , 
or  t h ose h ou seh olds  with  in com es  above 10 0  p ercen t  of t h e HAMFI, r e la t ive t o  t h e City 
an d  Region , a ll with  between  50  an d  56  p ercen t  of exis t in g  h ou seh olds .  As  a  r esu lt ,  
down town  con ta in s  s ign ifican t ly fewer  h ou seh olds  with  in com es  between  30  p ercen t  
an d  10 0  p ercen t  of t h e a r ea  m ed ian  in com e, or  t h ose con s idered  Very Low- , Low- , an d  
Modera t e- in com e accord in g t o  HUD.   

FFiigguu rr ee   1122::    HHoo uu ss eehh oo llddss   bbyy  IInn ccoomm ee  LLeevvee ll,,   2200 1166 -- 2200 2200   

 
Sou r ces : U.S. Dep ar tm en t  o f Hou s in g  an d  Urban  Develop m en t , 20 16 - 20 20  Com p r eh en s ive Hou s in g  Afford abilit y 
St r a t egy (CHAS) d a ta ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Tr act s . 
 

 
Down town  h ou seh olds  with  lower  in com es  exp er ien ce h igh er  levels  of h ou s in g  cos t  
bu rden , defin ed  a s  p ayin g  m ore t h an  30  percen t  of h ou seh old  in com e on  h ou s in g 
exp en ses , in clud in g  r en t  or  m or tgage p aym en t s .  As  seen  below in  Figu re 13, over  h a lf 
of ext r em ely- low in com e h ou seh olds  in  down town  a r e ext r em ely cos t  bu rden ed , or  
p ay m ore th an  50  p ercen t  of t h eir  in com e on  h ou s in g  exp en ses , wh ile  an oth er  10  
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p ercen t  exp er ien ce m odes t  cos t  bu rden  by sp en d in g  between  30  an d  50  p ercen t  of 
t h eir  in com e on  h ou s in g  exp en ses .  In t er es t in gly, very low- in com e h ou seh olds , with  
in com es  between  30  an d  50  p ercen t  of t h e a rea  m ed ian  in com e, exp er ien ce a  gr ea t er  
degree of cos t  bu rden , with  n ea r ly 77 percen t  of t h ese h ou seh olds  p ayin g  m ore th an  
30  percen t  of in com e toward  h ou s in g  cos t s ,  n ea r ly h a lf of wh ich  pay m ore t h an  50  
p ercen t  of in com e on  h ou s in g  cos t s .  Th is  h igh ligh t s  a  p ot en t ia l n eed  t o  su p por t  
down town  h ou seh olds  with  in com es  between  30  an d  50  p ercen t  of t h e a r ea  m edian  
in com e in  add it ion  t o  t h ose m akin g  u n der  30  p ercen t  of t h e a r ea  m ed ian  in com e.   
Low- In com e h ou seh olds , or  th ose with  in com es  between  50  an d 80  p ercen t  of t h e 
a r ea  m ed ian  in com e, exp er ien ce less  cos t  bu rden  r ela t ive t o h ou seh olds  with  lower  
in com es , bu t  s t ill n ea r ly 6 0  p ercen t  of low- in com e h ou seh olds  exp er ien ce som e cos t  
bu rden , with  a  decen t  sh a re p ayin g  m ore t h an  50  p ercen t  of in com e on  h ou s in g  cos t s .  
Modera t e  in com e h ouseh olds , or  t h ose between  8 0  an d  10 0  percen t  of t h e a r ea  m edian  
in com e, exp er ien ce s ligh t ly lower  ra t es  of cos t  bu rden , h owever  over  50  p ercen t  of 
t h ese h ou seh olds  pay m ore th an  30  p ercen t  of t h eir  in com e on  h ou s in g  cos t s ,  with  
on ly a  sm a ll sh a re  of th ose payin g m ore th an  50  p ercen t  of in com e on  h ou s in g  cos t s .  
Las t ly,  above m odera te- h ou seh olds , or  t h ose with  h ou seh old  in com es  above 10 0  
p ercen t  of t h e a r ea  m ed ian  in com e, exp er ien ce a  very lim it ed  am oun t  of cos t  bu rden , 
with  on ly n in e percen t  of h ou seh olds  p ayin g  m ore th an  30  p ercen t  on  h ou s in g cos t s . 

FFiigguu rr ee   1133::    HHoouu ss iinn gg   CCooss tt   BBuu rrdd eenn   bbyy  IInn ccoo mm ee  CCaa tt eeggoo rryy,,   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn ,,  2200 1166 -- 2200 2200   

 
Sou r ces : U.S. Dep ar tm en t  o f Hou s in g  an d  Urban  Develop m en t , 20 16 - 20 20  Com p r eh en s ive Hou s in g  Afford abilit y 
St r a t egy (CHAS) d a ta ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Tr act s . 
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Based  on  a  m ore det a iled  an a lys is  of t h e CHAS da ta ,  sh own  below in  Figu re 14 , it  is  
eviden t  t h a t  t h e h ou s in g  cos t  bu rden  ch a llen ges  su m m ar ized  above a r e  th e m os t  
s ign ifican t  h ou sin g  p roblem  faced  by down town  h ou seh olds .  Of th e o th er  h ou s in g  
p roblem s, a s  defin ed  by HUD, su bs t an da rd  h ou s in g  accou n t s  for  t h e secon d  m ost  
s ign ifican t  p roblem  in  down town , with  n ea r ly 15 p ercen t  of ext r em ely low- in com e 
h ou seh olds  an d  t en  p ercen t  of very low- in com e h ou seh olds  livin g  in  su bs t an da rd  
h ou s in g , defin ed  a s  h ou s in g  t h a t  lacks  com plet e  p lum bin g or  kit ch en  facilit ies .  
Overcrowdin g, or  h ouseh olds  livin g  with  1.0  p er son s  p er  room  or  m ore, is  a lso  a  
h ou s in g  p roblem  facin g  som e down town  h ouseh olds .  As  seen  below, m odera t e-
in com e h ou seh olds  actu a lly face th e h igh es t  r a t e  of overcrowdin g, a t  over  15 p ercen t  
of a ll h ou seh olds , t h e la rges t  sh a re of wh ich  a r e  severely overcrowded .  Th is  m ay 
h igh ligh t  t h e n eed  for  h ou s in g  a ffordable  t o  m odera t e- in com e h ouseh olds , an  in com e 
level typ ica lly u n able  to  a fford  m arket - ra t e  h ou s in g  bu t  with  lim it ed  p u blic r esou rces  
t o  su p p or t  u n it s  r es t r ict ed  for  t h ese in com e levels . 

FFiigguu rr ee   1144 ::    HHoo uu ss iinn gg  PPrroo bb lleemm ss   bbyy  IInn ccoo mm ee  LLeevvee ll,,   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn ,,   2200 1166 -- 2200 2200     

 
Notes :  
Hou s in g  p roblem s  a r e lis t ed  from  m os t  sever e to  lea s t  s ever e, a s  o rd er ed  by HUD.  Hou seh old s  m ay h ave m u lt ip le 
h ou s in g  pr oblem s , bu t , fo r  t h e p u r p oses  of t h is  t ab le, t h ey a r e cou n t ed  un d er  t h eir  m os t  sever e h ou s in g  p r oblem . 
(a )   Lackin g  com p let e p lu m bin g  or  kit ch en  facilit ies . 
(b )   Gr ea t er  t h an  1.5 p er son s  p er  room . 
(c)   1.0 1 t o  1.5 p erson s  p er  room . 
(d )   Hou s in g  cos t s  g r ea t er  t h an  50 %  of gr oss  in com e. 
(e)   Hou s in g cos t s  gr ea t er  t h an  30 %  bu t  les s  t h an  50  %  of g ross  in com e.  
Sou r ces : U.S. Dep ar tm en t  o f Hou s in g  an d  Urban  Develop m en t , 20 16 - 20 20  Com p r eh en s ive Hou s in g  Afford abilit y 
St r a t egy (CHAS) d a ta ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: 20 20  Cen su s  Tr act s . 
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Un h ou sed  Pop u la t ion   

Accord in g  t o  th e Kin g Cou n ty 20 24  Poin t - in - Tim e (PIT)  cou n t ,  t h er e  were 
ap p roxim a tely 16 ,38 5 r es iden t s  exp er ien cin g  h om elessn ess  t h rough ou t  th e Coun ty.  
Th is  r ep resen t s  a  23 percen t  in cr ease over  th e p reviou s  PIT cou n t  con du ct ed  in  20 22.  
Of t h e u n h ou sed  res iden t s ,  app roxim a tely 6 0  p ercen t  were u n sh elt er ed , or  r ough ly 
10 ,0 0 0  res iden t s .  Th e o th er  4 0  p ercen t  were in  sh elt er s .  Based  on  th e dem ograp h ics  
of t h e u n h ou sed  pop u la t ion , it  is  eviden t  th a t  Afr ican  Am er ican s  exp er ien ce t h e m os t  
s ign ifican t  d ispa r ity of h om elessn ess  with  rou gh ly 19  percen t  of a ll h om eless  
r es iden t s  fa llin g  in to  th a t  racia l ca t egory.  By con t r a s t ,  Afr ican  Am er ican s  on ly 
r ep resen t  s ix p ercen t  of t h e Kin g Cou n ty p op u la t ion , in dica t in g  a  d isp ropor t ion a t e  
sh a re of Afr ican  Am er ican  r es iden t s  a r e  exp er ien cin g  h om elessn ess  t h rou gh ou t  t h e 
Cou n ty.  Th e Kin g Coun ty Region a l Hom elessn ess  Au th or ity is  cu r ren t ly an a lyz in g  t h e 
det a iled  su m m ary r esu lt s  an d  will r elea se a  r ep or t  with  m ore geograph ic det a il in  Ju ly.  
Pen d in g  t h ese m ore det a iled  r esu lt s ,  t h e m os t  r ecen t ly r ep or t ed  poin t - in - t im e 
es t im a te of h om elessn ess  for  t h e City of Sea t t le  was  in  20 20 , wh en  ou t  of a  t o t a l of 
11,751 p er son s  cou n t ed  in  Kin g Cou n ty, 8 ,16 6 , or  6 9  p ercen t ,  were fou n d  in  t h e City; 
s ligh t ly m ore t h an  h a lf of th ese city r es iden t s  were sh elt er ed  r a th er  t h an  on  t h e s t r eet .   
 
Th e 20 20  Decen n ia l U.S. Cen su s  a lso  a t t em p ted  t o  cou n t  t h e n um ber  of h om eless  
p eop le  in  sh elt er s  an d  en cam pm en t s ,  an d  p laced  t h em  in  a  grou p  qu a r t er s  ca t egory, 
“ o th er  n on in s t it u t ion a l grou p  qua r t er s .”   Th is  grou p  qu a r t er s  by typ e da t a  is  ava ilab le  
down  to  t h e Cen su s  Block level in  t h e PL9 4 - 171 file , an d  t h u s  is  ava ilable  p er  t h e sam e 
a r ea  defin it ion  u sed  for  t h e overa ll p op u la t ion  da t a  from  th e Office of Fin an cia l 
Man agem en t .  Th e 20 20  Cen su s  en um era t ed  8 ,4 8 3 p er son s  cit ywide in  th e o th er  
n on in s t it u t ion a l group  qua r t er s  ca t egory, som ewh a t  lower  t h an  th e 20 20  p oin t - in -
t im e cou n t  of h om eless  p er son s , t h u s  in d ica t in g  a  m ore con serva t ive cou n t ,  bu t  with  a  
likelih ood  th a t  m an y if n ot  m os t  p er son s  in  th is  o th er  n on in s t it u t ion a l ca t egory a r e 
h om eless .  As  n ot ed  above in  th e gen era l p opu la t ion  d iscu ss ion , app roxim a tely 2,26 0  
in d ividu a ls  were fou n d  in  th is  ca t egory in  t h e Down town  su ba rea , su gges t in g  a  
su bs t an t ia l p r esen ce of u n h ou sed  p er son s  Down town .   Th e econ om ic cos t s  of servin g  
t h e h om eless  p op u la t ion  in  Down town  Sea t t le  a re  s ign ifican t , an d  over  t h e lon g- t erm  
r esou rces  wou ld  be m ore efficien t ly d ir ect ed  t owards  service- en r ich ed  su p p or t ive 
h ou s in g .  
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Affor dable Hou s in g an d  Specia l Needs  Hou s in g Supp ly 

Down town  Sea t t le  h as  a  su bs t an t ia l exis t in g in ven tory of a ffordable  r es iden t ia l 
p rop er t ies .  Accordin g t o  HUD’s  ava ilab le  LIHTC da t a , t h er e  a r e  76  p ro ject s  with in  th e 
Down town  Region a l Cen t er  t h a t  r eceived  tax cr ed it s .  As  sh own  in  Figu re 15 below, t h e 
p ro ject s  a r e  p r im ar ily con cen t r a t ed  in  Bellt own , Pion eer  Squa re, an d  t h e Ch in a town -
In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict .  Th e 76  LIHTC p roject s  in clu de a  t o ta l of 6 ,16 3 t o t a l u n it s ,  9 4  
p ercen t  of wh ich  a r e a ffordable ,  a s  su m m ar ized  in  Table  15.  Of t h ese bu ild in gs , 4 3 
were n ew con s t ru ct ion  p ro ject s  an d  29  were acqu is it ion / r eh abilit a t ion  p ro ject s ,  m an y 
of wh ich  were h ot el con ver s ion s .   
 
Na t ion a lly, LIHTC p roject s  a r e  t yp ica lly su bject  t o  a  30 - yea r  r en t  res t r ict ion  a ft er  
bein g p laced  in  service, gua ran t eein g  a ffordabilit y for  t h ose 30  yea rs .  However ,  
exp ir ed  r en t  r es t r ict ion s  do  n ot  n ecessa r ily im ply t h a t  th e p rop er ty is  n o  lon ger  
a ffordable , ju s t  t h a t  t h e p ro ject  is  n o  lon ger  m on itor ed  by HUD.  Of t h e 76  p ro ject s  
Down town , 15 h ave exp ir ed  ren t  r es t r ict ion s, with  an oth er  t en  p ro ject s ’ r en t  
r es t r ict ion s  exp ir in g  in  t h e n ext  five yea r s .  
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FFiigguu rr ee   1155::    LLIIHHTTCC  UUnn iitt   MM aapp ,,  DDoo wwnn ttoo wwnn   SSeeaa tt tt llee   

 
Notes : Th e n um ber  of un it s  in  each  p r o ject  on  t h e m ap  r epr esen t s  t o ta l u n it s  in  each  bu ild in g , n o t  ju s t  LIHTC un it s , a s  
t h e n u m ber  of low- in com e u n it s  was  u n ava ilab le for  t h r ee p ro ject s . However , fo r  t h e m a jor it y o f in clud ed  pr o ject s , t h e 
u n it s  a r e 10 0 %  afford able.  
 
Sou r ces : Un it ed  Sta t es  Depa r tm en t  o f Hous in g  an d  Urban  Develop m en t  LIHTC Da t abase; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
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TTaabb llee   1155::  LLIIHHTTCC  PPrr oo jjeecctt   SSuu mm mm aarr yy,,  DDoo wwnn tt oowwnn   SSuu bbaa rr eeaa   

 
Notes : 
(a )  In clu d es  a  com bin a t ion  of acqu is it ion / r eh abilit a t ion  an d  n ew con s t r u ct ion , o r  exis t in g  bu ild in gs  r eap p lyin g  for  tax 
cr ed it s . 
 
Sou r ces : Un it ed  Sta t es  Depa r tm en t  o f Hous in g  an d  Urban  Develop m en t  LIHTC Da t abase; BAE, 20 24 .  
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
 

Accord in g  t o  th e Down town  Act iva t ion  Plan , a s  of t h e su m m er  of 20 23 th e Sea t t le 
Office of Hou s in g h ad  59  fu n ded  p rop er t ies  Down town , m an y of wh ich  likely over lap  
with  t h e LIHTC p roject s  su m m ar ized  in  Table  15 above.  Th ese 59  p ro ject s  in clu ded a  
t o t a l of 4 ,289  in com e an d  r en t  r es t r ict ed  u n it s .  Th ere were an  add it ion a l 3 p rop er t ies  
in clu din g  24 4  n ew a ffordable  u n it s  in  th e p ip elin e t h a t  will com e to  Down town  in  t h e 
n ext  severa l yea r s ,  with  m ore exp ect ed  t o  be added .  
 
Th e City of Sea t t le’s  Man da tory Hou s in g Affordabilit y (MHA) r equ ir em en t s  for  
developm en t  will a lso a id  in  expan din g  th e a ffordable  h ou s in g in ven tory Down town  
an d  t h rou gh ou t  t h e city.  New com m ercia l an d  m ult ifam ily r esiden t ia l developm en t  in  
Sea t t le m u s t  eit h er  in clu de a ffordable  un it s  in  t h e develop m en t  (p er form an ce op t ion ) 
or  con t r ibu t e  t o  t h e Office of Hou sin g’s  a ffordable  h ou s in g developm en t  fun d  
(paym en t  op t ion ) .  However ,  t h e fu n din g  ra ised  by MHA requ irem en t s  is  in cr edib ly 
sen s it ive t o  t h e broader  developm en t  lan dscap e.  In  20 23 t h e p rogram  brou gh t  in  $ 6 7 
m illion , 15 p ercen t  below th e $ 75 m illion  in  20 22, du e t o  a  p r iva t e  developm en t  
s lowdown  in  th e face of in creas in g  con s t ru ct ion  cos t s  an d  h igh  in ter es t  r a t es .  
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Com m er cia l Rea l Es t a t e  Mar ket  Over view  

Ret a il & Food  Service 

In  20 23 t h e r et a il sa les  in  t h e City of Sea t t le  gen era t ed  app roxim a tely $ 9 1,4 4 5,0 0 0  in  
sa les  t ax r even u e, a s  sh own  in  Figu re 16 .  Ret a il sa les  t ax r even u e grew between  20 15 
an d  20 21, r each in g  a  peak of ap p roxim a tely $ 10 1,0 6 2,0 0 0  in  20 21 before declin in g  in  
20 22 an d  20 23.  In  20 23, r e ta il sa les  gen era t ed  app roxim a tely 30  p ercen t  of t o t a l sa les  
t ax r even ue in  t h e City ($ 311,6 9 3,70 4 ) .  Th is  r es t ru ctu r in g  of th e r et a il an d  food 
service sector  is  con sis t en t  with  t r en ds  observe in  o th er  cit ies  n a t ion a lly; over  t h e 
lon g- t erm  sa les  t ax reven u es  gen era t ed  by t rad it ion a l “ br ick an d  m or t a r ”  r et a il an d  
food  service bu s in esses  will likely con t in u e to  sh r in k r ela t ive t o on lin e an d  om n i-
ch an n el bu s in esses .   

FFiigguu rr ee   1166 ::  RReett aa iill  SSaa lleess   TTaaxx  RReevveenn uu ee,,   CCiitt yy  oo ff  SSeeaa tt tt llee ,,  2200 1155-- 2200 2233  

 
Note:  Ad ju s t ed  to  20 23 d o lla r s  u s in g  t h e Bu r eau  of Labor  St a t is t ics  Sea t t le- Tacom a- Bellevu e Con sum er  Pr ice In d exes  
for  All Urban  Con sum er s  (CPI- U). 
 
Sou r ce: Cit y of Sea t t le; BAE, 20 24 . 
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Of t h e $ 9 1,4 4 5,0 0 0  in  r et a il sa les  t ax reven ue gen era t ed  in  t h e City of Sea t t le in  20 23, 
29  percen t  fa lls  in to  th e Sp or t in g  Goods , Hobby, Mu sica l In s t ru m en t ,  Book, an d  
Miscellan eou s  Ret a iler s  sa les  ca t egory, a s  sh own  in  Table 16 .  Th is  sa les  ca t egory is  a  
ca t ch - a ll for  r e t a iler s  t h a t  do  n ot  fa ll u n der  on e of t h e m ore sp ecific ca t egor ies , an d  
in clu des  on lin e bu s in esses  like Am azon  an d Wayfa ir ,  a s  well a s  u sed  goods , t obacco  
p rodu ct s ,  an d  p et  supp lies .  Th e o th er  t op  r et a il sa les  t ax ca t egor ies  a r e: Motor  
Veh icles  an d  Pa r t s  Dealer s ,  gen era t in g  16  p ercen t  of r even ue; Fu rn it u r e ,  Hom e 
Fu rn ish in gs , Elect ron ics ,  an d  App lian ce Reta iler s ,  gen era t in g 14  p ercen t  of r even ue; 
an d  Gen era l Merch an d ise Reta iler s ,  gen era t in g  13 p ercen t  of reven u e. 

TTaabb llee   1166 ::  RReett aa iill  SSaa lleess   TTaaxx  RReevveenn uu ee   bbyy  SSaa lleess   CCaa tt eeggoo rryy,,   2200 2233  

 
Sou r ce: Cit y of Sea t t le; BAE, 20 24 . 
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Accord in g  t o  ava ilable  CoSta r  da t a ,  a s  of th e en d  of 20 23 Down town  h ad  ju s t  u n der  6 .4  
m illion  squa re feet  of r e t a il sp ace com p r is in g  19  percen t  of Sea t t le’s  t o t a l r e t a il 
in ven tory.  Th e r eta il vacan cy ra t e  in  t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  was  above th a t  of 
t h e City an d  Region , a t  9 .4  p er cen t  com pared  t o  4 .0  p ercen t  an d  3.0  p er cen t ,  
r esp ect ively.  Down town  saw n ega t ive n et  absorp t ion  of 6 30 ,30 0  squ a re feet  of r e t a il 
sp ace between  Q1 20 14  an d  Q4  20 23, m ore t h an  t h e t o t a l n ega t ive n et  absorp t ion  in  
t h e City of Sea t t le .  Over  t h e sam e t im e p er iod , t h e Pu get  Sou n d Region  exp er ien ced  
p os it ive n et  absorp t ion  of over  6  m illion  squa re feet  of re t a il space.  As  of t h e en d  of 
20 23, CoSta r  r ep or t s  t h a t  t h er e  was  n o  n ew ret a il u n der  con s t ru ct ion  with in  th e City of 
Sea t t le .  

TTaabb llee   1177::  RReett aa iill  MM aarr kkeett   SSuu mm mm aarryy,,   QQ44   2200 2233  

 
Sou r ces : CoStar ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

 
 
  

Retail Downtown Subarea City of Seattle Puget Sound Region

Inventory (sf), Q4 2023 6,372,612                   34,118,394                 196,381,517                
Inventory (% of City) 18.7% 100.0% -
Inventory (% of Region) 3.2% 17.4% 100.0%
Occupied Stock (sf) 5,773,007                   32,754,714                 190,420,282                
Vacant Stock (sf) 599,605                      1,363,680                   5,961,235                    
Vacancy Rate 9.4% 4.0% 3.0%

Avg. Asking NNN Rents
Avg. Asking Retail Rent (psf), Q4 2022 $2.01 $2.27 $1.93
Avg. Asking Retail Rent (psf), Q4 2023 $2.09 $2.25 $1.95
% Change Q4 2022 - Q4 2023 4.0% -0.9% 1.0%

Net Absorption
Net Absorption (sf), Q1 2014 - Q4 2023 (630,269)                     (612,386)                     6,451,438                    
Net Absorption (sf), Q1 2023 - Q4 2023 (26,596)                       (126,050)                     (456,552)                     

New Deliveries (sf) Q1 2014 - Q4 2023 101,100                      2,162,631                   8,253,470                    

Under Construction (sf), Q4 2023 -                                 -                                  502,144                       
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As  of March  20 24 , t h e occu p ied  r et a il in ven tory Down town  was  d isp er sed  across  t h e 
Region a l Cen t er ,  with  h igh  con cen t r a t ion s  n ea r  Pike Place Market  an d  on  t h e Pin e 
St r eet  com m ercia l cor r idor ,  a s  sh own  in  Figu re 17 below.  Vacan t  re t a il sp ace h owever  
was  con cen t ra t ed  on  an d  a roun d  Pin e St r eet , with  a  la rge am ou n t  of vacan cy a t  Pacific 
Place an d  su r rou n din g r et a il p rop er t ies .  It  is  wor th  n ot in g  th a t  wh ile  a  r e ta il space 
m ay be lea sed  or  occup ied , t h e space is  n ot  n ecessa r ily op era t ion a l an d  cou ld  
con t r ibu t e  t o  th e percep t ion  of r e ta il vacan cy Down town .  

FFiigguu rr ee   1177::  RReett aa iill  OOccccuu pp aann ccyy  aann dd   VVaaccaann ccyy  HHeeaa tt mm aapp ss ,,   MM aarr cchh   2200 2244   

   
Sou r ces : CoStar ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

 
Neigh bor h ood  Ret a il Mar ket  Pot en t ia l 
Broker s  an d  develop ers  con t act ed  for  t h is  rep or t  com m en ted  t h a t  dem an d  for  n ew 
r et a il sp ace is  con s t r a in ed  both  by m arket  con d it ion s  an d  by on goin g  con cern s  abou t  
clean lin ess  an d  safety in  t h e Down town  core.  At  t h e sam e t im e, a s  m ore res iden t s  an d  
jobs  a r e added t o  t h e Down town  ar ea  over  t h e n ext  twen ty yea r s ,  s t akeh older s  do  see 
op p or tu n it ies  for  add in g  n ew loca l an d  vis itor - servin g r et a il, pa r t icu la r ly in  t h e food 
service an d  fit n ess / h ea lt h  an d  welln ess  ca t egor ies . 
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Office 

Th e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  is  th e office core for  t h e City of Sea t t le ,  with  
s ign ifican t  growth  over  t h e la s t  t en  yea r s .  As  of t h e en d  of 20 23, accord in g t o  CoSta r , 
Down town  h ad  a lm os t  6 0  m illion  squa re feet  of office  space com p r is in g  56  p ercen t  of 
Sea t t le’s  t o ta l office  in ven tory an d  25 percen t  of t h e Pu get  Soun d  Region ’s  in ven tory.  
As  sh own  in  Table  18 , t h e office  vacan cy ra t e Down town  was  h igh er  t h an  in  th e City of 
Sea t t le or  Pu get  Sou n d Region , a t  21 p ercen t  com pared  t o  17 p ercen t  an d  14  p ercen t ,  
r esp ect ively.  Over  t h e la s t  t en  yea r s  Sea t t le h ad  pos it ive n et  absorp t ion  of over  11 
m illion  squa re feet ,  33 p ercen t  of wh ich  was  with in  t h e Down town  a r ea .  However , in  
20 23 Sea t t le  exp er ien ced  overa ll n ega t ive n et  absorp t ion  of 4 .0  m illion  squa re feet ,  6 3 
p ercen t  of wh ich  was  in  t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er .  Between  t h e fir s t  qu a r t er  of 
20 14  an d  t h e fou r th  qua r t er  of 20 23 t h ere was  11.7 m illion  squ a re feet  of n ew office  
sp ace bu ilt  Down town , with  an oth er  9 28 ,70 0  squ a re feet  of office  sp ace u n der  
con s t ru ct ion  a s  of t h e en d  of 20 23. 

TTaabb llee   1188 ::  OOffffiiccee   MM aarr kkeett   SSuu mm mm aarryy,,   QQ44   2200 2233  

 
Sou r ces : CoStar ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 

 
With in  t h e Down town  Region al Cen t er ,  t h e m a jor it y of th e exis t in g  an d  occu p ied  
office sp ace is  con cen t r a t ed  in  t h e Com m ercia l Core an d  Den n y Tr ian gle ,  a s  sh own  in  
t h e h ea tm ap  (left )  in  Figu re 18  below.  However ,  for  vacan t  office  sp ace, t h e h igh es t  
con cen t r a t ion  is  p r im ar ily in  th e Com m ercia l Core.  A la rge sh a re of t h e office  
bu ild in gs  in  Den n y Tr ian gle  a r e  occup ied  by t ech  com pan ies , in clud in g  an  Am azon  

Office Downtown Subarea City of Seattle Puget Sound Region

Inventory (sf), Q4 2023 59,988,557                 107,998,688               238,147,699                
Inventory (% of City) 55.5% 100.0% -
Inventory (% of Region) 25.2% 45.3% 100.0%
Occupied Stock (sf) 47,107,091                 89,804,592                 205,509,608                
Vacant Stock (sf) 12,881,466                 18,194,096                 32,638,091                  
Vacancy Rate 21.5% 16.8% 13.7%

Avg. Asking Office Gross Rents
Avg. Asking Office Rent (psf), Q4 2022 $3.12 $3.04 $2.83
Avg. Asking Office Rent (psf), Q4 2023 $3.10 $3.02 $2.87
% Change Q4 2022 - Q4 2023 -0.6% -0.7% 1.4%

Net Absorption
Net Absorption (sf), Q1 2014 - Q4 2023 3,733,315                   11,039,087                 18,971,524                  
Net Absorption (sf), Q1 2023 - Q4 2023 (2,524,717)                  (4,011,326)                  (3,805,969)                  

New Deliveries (sf) Q1 2014 - Q4 2023 11,679,455                 22,776,335                 35,663,959                  

Under Construction (sf), Q4 2023 928,647                      2,820,371                   9,534,358                    
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corp ora t e  cam p u s .  Wh ile  m an y t ech  com pan ies  h ave sh ift ed  t o h ybr id  an d  r em ote 
work p olicies ,  t h ese office  spaces  a r e  n ot  con s idered  vacan t  even  if t h ey a r e  
u n deru t ilized  a s  t h e p rop er t ies  a r e  oft en  own ed  ou t r igh t  by t h e firm s .  

FFiigguu rr ee   1188 ::    OOffffiiccee  OOccccuu pp aann ccyy  aann dd   VVaaccaann ccyy  HHeeaa tt mm aapp ss ,,   MM aarr cchh   2200 2244   

    
Sou r ces : CoStar ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
 
 

As  sh own  in  Figu re 19  below, t h e Down town  Region al Cen t er  h as  seen  s ign ifican t  
office  developm en t  act ivit y s in ce 20 18 , p r im ar ily con cen t r a t ed  in  Den n y Tr ian gle an d  
t o  a  lesser  ext en t  t h e Com m ercia l Core.  Sixt een  office  p roper t ies  were com p let ed  
between  Jan u a ry 20 18  an d  March  20 24  t o ta lin g  ju s t  u n der  8  m illion  squ a re feet ,  
in clu din g  fou r  Am azon  cam p u s  bu ild in gs  (2.6  m illion  squ a re feet ) , r e :in ven t  Bu ild in g  
1 (9 28 ,10 0  squ a re feet ) ,  an d  Rain ier  Squ a re (8 0 1,0 0 0  squa re feet ) .  Th ere a r e eleven  
office p rop er t ies  th a t  a r e  cu r r en t ly un der  con s t ru ct ion  or  p lan n ed/ p rop osed , with  
n ot able  p ro ject s  in clud in g  Th e Net  (8 0 7,6 0 0  squ a re feet )  an d  th e m ixed- u se 
developm en t  a t  8 0 0  Alaskan  Way (50 4 ,0 0  t o t a l squa re feet ) .  Th ese p rop er t ies  were 
p r im ar ily bu ild - t 0 - su it  developm en t s  r a th er  t h an  sp ecu la t ive developm en t s  will n o  
p r e- s ign ed  lea ses .   
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FFiigguu rr ee   1199 ::  OOffffiiccee  DDeevvee lloo pp mm eenn tt   PPiipp ee lliinn ee,,   JJaann uu aa rr yy  2200 1188   tt oo   MMaarr cchh   2200 2244   

   
Sou r ces : CoStar ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
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Lodgin g  

As  both  a  t ou r ism  an d  bu s in ess  h ub for  t h e City, Down town  Sea t t le  h as  a  con siderable 
n u m ber  of h ot els  a t  a  ran ge of p r ice p oin t s .  Wh ile  th er e  a r e  h ot els  t h rou gh ou t  
Down town , t h e m a jor it y of h ot els  a r e con cen t r a t ed  in  th e Pike- Market ,  Den n y 
Tr ian gle , an d  Com m ercia l Core n eigh borh oods , a s  sh own  in  Figu re 20  below.  Th ere 
a r e  s ix add it ion a l h ot els  in  va r iou s  s t ages  of t h e p rop osed  developm en t  p ip elin e.  
Cu r r en t ly, t h e Region a l Cen t er  is  h om e to  6 0  h ot els ,  th e m a jor it y of wh ich  a r e  Up sca le  
(28  h ot els )  or  In dep en den t  (21 h ot els ) ,  a s  sh own  in  Table  19 .  Th e h ot el bu ild in g  s t ock 
is  gen era lly o lder ,  with  a  m ed ian  age of 55 yea r s  o ld  across  a ll h o tel cla sses .  
Com bin ed , t h e h ot els  h ave a  t o ta l of 13,515 room s with  an  average of 225 room s p er  
p rop er ty.  

FFiigguu rr ee   2200 ::    DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   HHoo ss pp iitt aa lliitt yy,,   EExxiiss tt iinn gg  aann dd   DDeevvee lloo pp mm eenn tt   PPiippee lliinn ee ,,   JJuu nn ee   2200 2244   

   
Sou r ces : CoStar ; BAE, 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
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TTaabb llee   1199 ::  DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   HHoo ss pp iitt aa lliitt yy  SSuu mm mm aarr yy    

 
Sou r ce: CoSta r ; BAE 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h y: Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
 

At t r act ion s  an d  En ter t a in m en t  

Down town  Sea t t le  is  an  en t er t a in m en t  cen t er  for  t ou r is t s  an d  loca ls  a like, with  
a t t r act ion s  from  Pike Place Market  an d  t h e Sea t t le  Ar t  Mu seu m  to  Lu m en  Field .  Wh ile  
t ou r ism  h as  n ot  fu lly recovered  t o  p r e- p an dem ic levels ,  a ccord in g  t o  a  t ou r ism  r ep or t  
from  th e Down town  Sea t t le  Associa t ion  t h e n eigh borh ood 5 saw a  pos t - p an dem ic h igh  
of a lm os t  3.5 m illion  un iqu e ou t - of- t own  vis it or s  in  th e sum m er  of 20 23.  Man y 
Down town  des t in a t ion s , in clu d in g  t h e Sea t t le  Aqu a r ium , su rpassed  t h e 20 19  levels  of 
ou t - of- t own  vis it or  foot  t r a ffic in  20 23.  

Th e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  is  a lso a  h ub for  sp ecia l even t s ,  in clu d in g  m u s ic 
even t s ,  p a rades , an d  p ro t es t s .  Accord in g t o  sp ecia l even t  p erm it  da t a ,  in  20 23 t h e City 
is su ed  p erm it s  for  37 sp ecia l even t s  for  a  t o t a l of 572,0 0 0  a t t en dees .  However , t h e 
n u m ber  of sp ecia l even t s  with in  t h e Region a l Cen t er  h as  decreased  d ram a t ica lly s in ce 
before th e p an dem ic -  in  20 19 , t h e City is su ed  p erm it s  for  9 5 sp ecia l even t s  with in  t h e 
Region a l Cen t er  for  a  to t a l of over  on e m illion  a t t en dees .   

Plan n ed  an d  Pr oposed  Com m er cia l Pr oject s  

As  of March  20 24 , accord in g t o  ava ilab le CoSta r  da t a  th er e  were 17 p ro ject s  in  t h e 
com m ercia l developm en t  p ip elin e, in clu d in g 11 office p rop er t ies  an d  s ix h ot el 
p rop er t ies ,  d iscu ssed  above an d  a lso  sh own  in  Table  20  below.  Of t h e 11 office  
p ro ject s ,  two a r e  cu r r en t ly u n der  con s t ru ct ion  t o t a lin g  ju s t  u n der  4 0 0 ,0 0 0  squ a re feet  
of office sp ace, 6   with  th e r em ain in g  n in e p lan n ed  or  p roposed  p ro ject s  t o t a lin g 3.1 
m illion  squa re feet  of office  sp ace.  If a ll 11 office p ro ject s  (3.5 m illion  squ a re feet )  a r e 
ap p roved  an d  com p leted  a s  p rop osed , t h e t o t a l office  in ven tory Down town  will g row 
by s ix p ercen t .  Of th e s ix h ot el p ro ject s  in  t h e developm en t  p ip elin e, on e is  u n der  

 
5 Th e geogr ap h ic ext en t  of “ Down town ”  u sed  by t h e Down town  Sea t t le  Associa t ion  does  n ot  exact ly m a t ch  t h e 
Down town  Region a l Cen t er  exten t , bu t  is  u sed  as  a  p roxy.   
6  Th e u n d er  con s t r u ct ion  office squ ar e foo t age in  Table 19  d iffer s  fr om  t h e Office Mar ket  Sum m ar y in  Table 17 
(39 7,4 8 1 vs . 9 28 ,6 4 7) . Th is  is  du e t o  a  p r op er ty (Wash in gton  10 0 0 )  bein g  com p let ed  between  t h e en d  of t h e fou r th  
qu a r t er  o f 20 23 an d  wh en  t h e p ip elin e d a ta  was  accessed  in  Mar ch  20 24 .  
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con s t ru ct ion  an d  t h e rem ain in g  five a r e  p lan n ed  or  p roposed .  If a ll s ix h ot el p ro ject s  
a r e  ap p roved  an d  com p let ed  a s  p rop osed , t h e t o t a l h ot el r oom  in ven tory will g row by 
eigh t  p er cen t  (1,0 4 0  room s) .  Accord in g  t o  CoSta r , t h er e  a r e  n o  r eta il,  in du s t r ia l,  o r  
flex p rop er t ies  in  t h e developm en t  p ip elin e Down town .  

TTaabb llee   2200 ::  CCoo mm mm eerr cciiaa ll  DDeevvee lloo pp mm eenn tt   PPiipp ee lliinn ee ,,   MM aarr cchh   2200 2244     

 
Sou r ce: CoSta r ; BAE 20 24 . 
Su bar ea  Geograp h ies : Region a l Cen t er  Boun da r ies . 
 
Not able Pr op osed  Develop m en t s  
  
CCiivviicc  CCaamm ppuu ss   PPllaann   
Pro ject  Overview 
Kin g Cou n ty is  r eim agin in g  it s  civic cam p u s  in  Down town  Sea t t le ,  wh ich  cover s  eigh t  
acr es  an d  eigh t  bu ild in gs  ( t o t a lin g  2.3 m illion  squ a re feet  of bu ild in g  space)  across  t en  
s it es ,  bu t  is  cu r r en t ly u n deru t ilized .  Th e Cou n ty is  lookin g  t o r edevelop  t h e cam p u s  t o  
bet t er  dep loy Cou n ty services  an d  in t egra t e  with  t h e su r rou n din g  u rban  en viron m en t .  
Accord in g  t o  th e m as ter  p lan , u n der  cu r r en t  zon in g  t h e p rop er t ies  cou ld  a llow for  a  
t o t a l of 4 .3 m illion  squa re feet  of n on - res iden t ia l developm en t  capacit y.  If u sed  for  
r es iden t ia l p u rp oses , th e p rop er t ies  cou ld  a llow for  m ore t h an  2,50 0  h ou s in g  u n it s .   

Office Hospitality
Project Name Acres Sq. Ft. Acres Sq. Ft.

Planned and Proposed

The Langham, Seattle - - 0.4 140,250
Tempo by Hilton Seattle Downtown - - 0.2 225,000
1520 5th Ave Hotel - - 0.3 154,691
Tru by Hilton Seattle Downtown - - 0.2 89,500
Western & Eagle - - 0.2 6,000
The Net 0.7 807,580 - -
US Rubber Building 0.3 70,472 - -
800 Alaskan Way 0.8 504,000 - -
901 Lenora St 0.5 220,000 - -
1815 Sixth 0.5 565,000 - -
Lloyd Building Preservation +  Office Tower 0.6 325,000 - -
Denny Park South 1.6 616,000 - -
900 Virginia St 0.3 14,400 - -
One Yesler Building Expansion N/A 7,500 - -
Subtotal, Planned and Proposed 5.2 3,129,952 1.3 615,441

Under Construction

Hotel Westland - - 0.3 73,260
First Light 0.4 114,740 - -
1916 Boren Ave 0.6 282,741 - -
Subtotal, Under Construction 1.0 397,481 0.3 73,260

Total, All Projects 6.2 3,527,433 1.7 688,701
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WWaa tt eerr ffrroo nn tt   SSeeaa tt tt llee   
Pro ject  Overview 
Aft er  t h e t u n n elin g of t h e Alaskan  Way Viadu ct ,  Wa ter fron t  Sea t t le  h as  been  workin g  
t o  r econ n ect  t h e wa t er fron t  t o  t h e r es t  of Down town .  Th is  in clu des  a  n ew wa ter fron t  
p a rk p rom en ade, th e su r face s t r eet  a lon g Alaskan  Way, r ebu ild in g p ier s ,  im p roved 
eas t - wes t  cross in gs  between  t h e Down town  an d  Ellio t t  Bay, an d  m ore.  Th e $ 8 0 6  
m illion  p ro ject  h as  been  u n derway for  severa l yea r s ,  an d  is  expect ed  t o  be com p let ed  
in  20 25.  Th e p ro ject  is  fu n ded  by t h e Loca l Im p rovem en t  Dis t r ict  ($ 16 0  m illion ),  
t h rou gh  City ($ 320  m illion ) an d  Sta t e  ($ 216  m illion )  sou rces , a s  well a s  t h rou gh  
p h ilan th rop y ($ 110  m illion ) .   
  
TThh ee   NNeett     
Pro ject  Overview 
Th e Net , a t  8 75 Th ird  Aven u e, is  t h e la rges t  p rop osed  com m ercia l p ro ject  in  t h e 
n eigh borh ood’s  develop m en t  p ip elin e.  Descr ibed  a s  an  “ an t i- h igh  r ise  h igh  r ise ,”  t h e 
36 - s tory, 8 0 7,6 0 0 - squ a re- foot  office  t ower  is  s la t ed  t o  be com plet ed  in  t h e fir s t  
qu a r t er  of 20 27 an d will be zero- ca rbon . 
 
DDeenn nn yy  PPaa rr kk   SSoo uu tt hh   
Pro ject  Overview 
Th e Den n y Pa rk Sou th  p ro ject ,  a t  230 0  Seven th  Aven u e an d  230 1 Eigh th  Aven u e, is  th e 
secon d  la rges t  p rop osed  com m ercia l p rop er ty in  th e n eigh borh ood’s  develop m en t  
p ip elin e.  Th e 6 16 ,0 0 0 - squ a re- foot  life  scien ce cam p u s  is  p rop osed  across  two 
bu ild in gs  an d  will in clu de a  p u blic op en  sp ace.  Accordin g  t o CoSta r ,  t h e p ro ject  is  
s la t ed  t o  be com plet ed  in  20 26 . 
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Econ om ic Developm en t  Ch a llen ges  an d  
Op por t u n it ies   
Th e followin g r epor t  sect ion  p rovides  add it ion a l da ta  an d  an a lys is  on  sp ecific 
econ om ic develop m en t  ch a llen ges  an d  op p or tu n it ies  in  t h e Down town  Plan  Area , 
in clu din g  issu es  r ela t ed  t o  workforce develop m en t , sm a ll bu sin ess  n eeds , 
in fra s t ru ctu r e  in ves tm en t s ,  an d  gen t r ifica t ion  an d  d isp lacem en t .   In  som e cases ,  
add it ion a l s t akeh older  ou t r each  will be n eeded  t o  com plet e  t h e r epor t  sect ion s ; t h ese 
will be n ot ed  below. 

Edu ca t ion  an d  Wor kfor ce Tr a in in g  

Alth ou gh  u n em ploym en t  across  Down town  as  a  wh ole is  very low, an d  job  growth  is  
p ro ject ed  t o  be robu s t ,  som e Down town  com m u n ity m em ber s  face on goin g  ch a llen ges  
en t er in g  th e labor  m arket  an d  fin din g  p a th ways  t o  livin g  wage jobs an d  ca r eer s .  In  
add it ion  t o  p rogram s op era t ed  by com m u n ity- based  organ iza t ion s  an d  bu sin ess  
im p rovem en t  d is t r ict s ,  Worksou rce Sea t t le  Kin g- Cou n ty 7 p rovides  t h e fo llowin g lis t  
o f key service p roviders  in  Down town  Sea t t le t h a t  p rovide edu ca t ion  an d  workforce 
t r a in in g: 

●  Sea t t le  Cen t r a l College 
●  Up lift  Nor th wes t  
●  Down town  Sea t t le  Met rop olit an  Im p rovem en t  Dis t r ict  
● Pion eer  Hum an  Services ,  Asp en  Ter race 

En t r ep r en eu r sh ip  an d  Sm all Bu s in ess  Develop m en t  
 
As  det a iled  above, sm all bu s in esses  a r e a  cr it ica l com p on en t  of Down town ’s  cu r r en t  
an d  fu tu r e econ om ic h ea lt h .  Th e City’s  Office of Econ om ic Developm en t  (OED) 
su p p or t s  sm a ll bu s in ess  an d  en t r ep ren eu r sh ip  t h rou gh  it s  sm all bus in ess  advoca t e  
p rogram  as  well a s  th rou gh  su p p or t  for  on e th e fou r  Down town  Bus in ess  
Im p rovem en t  Areas .8 In  addit ion , com m u n ity- based  organ iza t ion s an d  n on p rofit s .   

 
7 h t t p s :/ / www.wor ksour ceskc.or g / loca t ion s  
8  h t t p s :/ / www.sea t t le .gov/ office- of- econ om ic- d evelopm en t / sm a ll- bu s in ess  
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Cap it a l/ In fr a s t r u ct u r e In ves t m en t  Needs  
Largely fu n ded  th rou gh  a  LID m an aged  by Water fron t  Sea t t le,  t h e Down town  Plan  
Area  cu r r en t ly h as  n um erou s  cap it a l im p rovem en t  p ro ject s  u n derway or  r ecen t ly 
com plet ed .  On e exam p le of t h ese p ro ject s  is  t h e r ecen t ly com p let ed  Habit a t  Beach  
between  Colm an  Dock an d  Pier  4 8 .  Op en  t o t h e p ublic in  Ju ly 20 23, t h is  in n ova t ive 
p ro ject  p rovides  access  t o  t h e wa t er fron t  n ea r  Pion eer  Squ a re wh ile  a lso su p por t in g 
t h e wa t er fron t  ecosys t em , in clu d in g  en h an cin g  t h e sa lm on  cor r idor  by addin g  rocks  
an d  n ea r sh ore vegeta t ion . 
 
Th e Down town  Act iva t ion  Plan  a lso  iden t ifies  t h e followin g key in fr a s t ru ctu re  
in ves tm en t  n eeds : 
 

● Im p rove s t r eet  an d  s idewa lk ligh t in g  across  Down town  with  an  in it ia l focu s  on  
t h e Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict , Th ird  Aven u e from  Yes ler  Way to St ewar t  
St r eet ,  an d  a reas  with  con cen t r a t ed  cr im e an d  s t r eet  d isorder .  

● Pilo t  a  gr een  an d h ea lth y s t r eet  by clos in g  Pike St r eet  between  Fir s t  an d  Secon d  
Aven u es  for  p edes t r ian s  on ly.  Th e n ew s t r eet  will fea tu r e  act iva t ion s , m u s ic 
bu sker s ,  ca fé- like sea t in g  a r eas  for  p eop le- wa tch in g , an d  p op - u p  ven dor s .  

● Reop en  City Ha ll Pa rk with  act iva t ion s  t o  h elp  keep  t h e p a rk vibran t ,  in clu din g 
con cer t s ,  food t ru cks , fit n ess  cla sses ,  a r t  p rogram s, m ovie an d  sp or t s  viewin g, 
an d  a  sa t ellit e fa rm er s  m arket . 

● Fin ish  im p rovem en t s  t o  Down town  pa rks , in clu d in g  n ew elect r ica l an d  ligh t in g 
sys t em s , u t ilit ies , an d  s t orm - wa ter  in fr a s t ructu re . 

 
 
Beyon d t h ese key in fra s t ru ctu r e  n eeds , it  is  im p or t an t  t o  n ot e  t h a t  t h er e  is  an  
overa r ch in g n eed  for  exp an ded  p u blic sa fety in it ia t ives  t o  address  clean lin ess  an d  
sa fety p roblem s t h a t  a r e  n ega t ively im p act in g  vis it or s ,  res iden t s  an d  bu s in esses .  As  
p a r t  of t h is  overar ch in g  effor t  t o  im p rove t h e qu a lit y of p u blic sp aces  Down town ,  
con s is t en t  act iva t ion  an d  p rogram m in g effor t s  a r e  n eeded .   

Gen t r ifica t ion  an d  Disp lacem en t  Risks   
In  su p p or t  of t h e On e Sea t t le p lan , t h e City of Sea t t le  cr ea t ed  a  d isp lacem en t  r isk in dex 
t h a t  p rovides  a  lon g- t erm  view of d isp lacem en t  r isk based  on  n eigh borh ood 
ch a ract er is t ics  in clu d in g  t h e p r esen ce of vu ln erable  p op u la t ion s  an d  am en it ies  t h a t  
t en d  t o  in cr ease r ea l es t a t e  dem an d .  Leveragin g t h is  da t a ,  Figu re 21 below sh ows 
d isp lacem en t  r isk across  t h e Down town  Area .  Disp lacem en t  r isks  a r e  h igh es t  for  both  
r es iden t s  an d  bu s in esses  in  t h e sou th ern  p or t ion  of t h e Plan  Area , in clu din g  Pion eer  
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Squ a re an d  t h e Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict .  In deed , exam in in g  th e City a s  a  
wh ole, t h e Sou th ern  por t ion  of t h e Plan  Area  h as  som e of th e h igh es t  d isp lacem en t  
r isks  in  t h e en t ir e cit y of Sea t t le  a s  of 20 22.  
 
In  addit ion  t o an a lyzin g  gen t r ifica t ion  an d  d isp lacem en t  r isk da ta ,  BAE will con t in u e 
t o  r esea rch  an d  docum en t  r isks  t h rou gh  on goin g  key s t akeh older  ou t r each  effor t s .   

FFiigguu rr ee   2211::  DDiiss pp llaacceemm eenn tt   RRiiss kk   IInn ddeexx,,   2200 2222  

   
Sou r ces : Cit y of Sea t t le; BAE, 20 24 . 

Fu n d in g  an d  Fin an cin g  Sou r ces  for  Econ om ic an d  
Com m u n it y Develop m en t  
Fu n d in g an d  fin an cin g  sou rces  for  econ om ic an d  com m u n ity developm en t  fa ll b road ly 
in to  two m a jor  ca t egor ies : 1) fu n din g  sou rces  for  cap ita l im p rovem en t  an d  
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in fra s t ru ctu re  in ves tm en t s ; an d  2)  fu n d in g sou rces  for  in d ividua l bu s in ess  
developm en t  an d  bu s in ess  d is t r ict  developm en t .   

In fr a s t r uct u r e Fun d in g Tools   
Th e City of Sea t t le  p lan s  for  an d  fun ds  p u blic in fra s t ru ctu re  im p rovem en t s  p r im ar ily 
t h rou gh  t h e Cap it a l Im p rovem en t  Program .  Th e cu r r en t  p lan  is  for  Fisca l Yea r s  20 22 
t h rou gh  20 27 an d con t em pla t es  a  t o t a l of $ 7B in  cap it a l exp en ditu r es ,  in clu d in g  
s ign ifican t  cap it a l expen d itu r es  a lon g t h e Water fron t .  In  addit ion  t o  debt  fin an cin g, 
(gen era l fu n d, r even ue an d  vot er - ap p roved  bon ds) , t h e City r elies  on  p ublic u t ilit y 
fu n d in g  an d  r ea l es t a te  excise t ax fu n din g , in  addit ion  t o o th er  m un icipa l fin an cin g 
t ools  t o  su pp or t  in fr a st ru ctu re  in ves tm en t s 9 .  
 
Add it ion a l key in fra s t ru ctu re  fin an cin g  t ools  with  p ot en t ia l t o  sup por t  cap it a l 
in ves tm en t s  in  Down town  Sea t t le  in clu de Loca l Im p rovem en t s  Program s (su ch  a s  th e 
LIP a lr eady in  p lace for  t h e Water fron t ) 10 ,  a s  well th e n ewly en abled  Tax In crem en t  
Fin an cin g (TIF)  d is t r ict s  wh ich  can  be cr ea ted  in  des ign a t ed  a r eas  t o  su p p or t  p u blic 
im p rovem en t s  an d  com m u n ity r evita liza t ion 11.   

Sm a ll Bu s in ess  an d  Bu s in ess  Dis t r ict  Fun d in g  
Th e Office of Econ om ic Developm en t  p rovides  a  det a iled  lis t  o f fu n d in g  r esou rces  for  
com m u n ity econ om ic developm en t , in clu d in g  t h rough  com m u n ity- based  
organ iza t ion s  like th e Loca l In it ia t ives  Su ppor t  Corp ora t ion  (LISC) a s  well th rou gh  
City- fu n ded  organ iza t ion s  an d  Bu s in ess  Im provem en t  Areas  (BIAs) 12.  Th ese an d  
o th er  r esou rces  will be fu r t h er  exp lored  t h rou gh  key s t akeh older  ou t r each  t o be 
con du ct ed  by BAE in  co llabora t ion  with  t h e City an d  Agen cy.   

  
  

 
9  h t t p s :/ / www.sea t t le.gov/ d ocum en t s / Depa r tm en t s / Fin an ceDep a r tm en t / 2227adop t ed cip / Over view.p d f 
10  h t t p s :/ / m rsc.or g / exp lor e- t op ics / facilit ies / d is t r ict s / loca l- im p r ovem en t -
d is t r ict s# :~ :t ext=Loca l% 20 Im p r ovem en t% 20 Dis t r ict s% 20 (LIDs)% 20 a r e,self% 2Dgovern in g% 20 sp ecia l% 20 p u rp ose
% 20 d is t r ict s . 
11 h t t p s :/ / m rsc.or g / exp lor e- t op ics / fin an ce/ r even u es / tax- in cr em en t - fin an cin g 
12h t t p s :/ / www.sea t t le .gov/ office- of- econ om ic- d evelopm en t / bu s in ess - d is t r ict s / too ls - an d -
fu n d in g# bu s in esssu p por t a t t r act ion  
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IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn    
Planning for the development or expansion of K through 12 public schools presents a complex 
set of challenges.  School districts must balance high costs and long construction timelines 
with the uncertainty of future enrollment and neighborhood growth.  Furthermore, funding for 
capital projects is often limited and requires voter approval.  These challenges are especially 
pronounced in Downtown Seattle, which currently has no public schools located in its 
neighborhoods but is projected to undergo significant residential growth in the coming 
decades.  If the City of Seattle intends to support an increase in family households and school-
age children in this area, it will need to proactively explore opportunities for expanding 
educational infrastructure.  Building on findings from the Public Facilities and Services Analysis 
prepared for the Downtown Seattle Regional Center Plan, this memo  1) highlights policy goals 
related to K-12 schools, 2) outlines the Seattle Public Schools’ (SPS) current facilities planning 
process, and 3) explores innovative strategies employed in other school districts to deliver 
new schools. 
 
PPllaannnniinngg  GGooaallss  RReellaatteedd  ttoo  KK--1122  EEdduuccaattiioonn  
Multiple planning efforts have set goals related to K-12 public education opportunities in the 
City of Seattle and Downtown Seattle specifically.  The following section of this analysis 
highlights relevant goals from the Draft Downtown Goals and Policy Directions, the One Seattle 
Plan, and the One Seattle Plan Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).  
 
The Draft Downtown Goals and Policy Directions emphasize the importance of promoting 
housing growth in Downtown Seattle, with a particular focus on neighborhood design that 
supports family households.  Goal 1.3 of the Draft Downtown Goals and Policy Directions is to 
“Evolve Downtown neighborhoods to better meet the diverse needs of all residents and 
families,” and Policy 1.3.2 is to “Expand family-focused services and experiences, particularly 
around housing and transit.” Given that proximity to quality K–12 education is typically highly 
valued by family households and considering the current absence of public schools in 
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Downtown, these goals could be advanced through investment in K-12 educational 
opportunities in the area.  
 
The One Seattle Plan highlights the need for ongoing coordination with SPS to accurately 
project the size and distribution of future student populations and to effectively address the 
evolving demand for K–12 education over the next 20 years.  Additionally, it provides the 
recommendations below to improve and expand educational opportunities for K-12 students:  
 

• CF 6.2 - Explore opportunities to reduce the costs of developing new schools, such as 
identifying surplus properties that could be available for school sites. 

• CF 6.3 - Facilitate zoning and permitting processes that support the development of 
new or renovated schools, and where providing non-educational community benefits, 
the adaptive reuse of any surplus schools. 

• CF 6.4 - Collaborate with SPS and the community to explore if underutilized or surplus 
school buildings and properties can be redeveloped for other purposes, such as 
affordable housing, childcare, workforce development opportunities or enhancements 
for public safety. 

• CF 6.5 - Expand opportunities for joint use by the City and SPS of buildings, playing 
fields, and other facilities. 

• CF 6.6 - Coordinate pedestrian and bicycle infrastructure to make it easy and safe for 
students and families to walk, bike, and roll to school. 

• CF 6.7 - Encourage more walking, biking, and transit ridership for students, teachers, 
and staff. 

• CF 6.8 - Support efforts to transition SPS buildings, operations, and transportation 
from fossil fuels towards 100% zero-carbon electricity. 

 
Of the One Seattle Plan goals related to K-12 education, this analysis specifically addresses CF 
6.2 by presenting innovative school delivery models that have been successful in other school 
districts. 
 
The One Seattle EIS addresses the impacts of the One Seattle Plan on the city’s education 
facilities and provides recommendations to mitigate any negative impacts. The One Seattle EIS 
acknowledges that although SPS student enrollment has declined over the last five years, 
population growth through 2044 has the potential to increase student enrollment in various 
areas throughout the City. It further states that if enrollment projections illustrate exceedance 
of school capacity, then SPS would respond as they have in the past by adjusting school 
boundaries, adding or removing portables, adding/renovating buildings, reopening closed 
buildings or schools, and/or pursuing future capital programs. In addition to these actions, the 
One Seattle EIS suggests the following mitigation measures: 
 

• The City could implement a school impact fee to help pay for the development of new 
classrooms if they are needed in the future. 
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• The City could help identify interim uses for existing underutilized classrooms so that 
the school district can hold onto them in case they are needed in the future. 

• The City could incentivize provision of public schools in centers in vertical formats, 
where new schools are needed.  

• The City could also allow for greater heights at existing school locations where demand 
increases. Goals would be to protect recreation and tree canopy while allowing for 
more student classroom capacity.  

• The City could update development standards and review processes for new schools in 
order to make it easier to add classrooms or build new schools if they are needed in 
the future. 

• As part of development standards for new place types such as neighborhood centers 
and corridors, the City could enhance street crossing including walking routes to 
schools in areas with added housing.  

• The City could identify specific objectives to assist Seattle Public Schools in acquiring 
and developing new schools if needed. 

 
Although SPS leads public school planning and development, these policy goals suggest a 
need for new K–12 education opportunities and identify ways the City of Seattle can facilitate 
the creation of new K-12 schools.  The following section addresses SPS’s facility planning 
process and funding process for school capital improvements, as well as its relevance to K-12 
education opportunities in Downtown Seattle. 
 
SSeeaattttllee  PPuubblliicc  SScchhoooollss  FFaacciilliittyy  PPllaannnniinngg  
SPS manages the capital planning process for public schools in the City of Seattle.  SPS 
receives funding from the state, federal government, property taxes, City of Seattle programs, 
and individual donors.  All capital improvements - building expansion, replacement, and 
upgrades – as well as technology advancements are funded outside of SPS’s annual operating 
budget primarily through property tax levies, referred to as the Building Excellence (BEX) 
Capital Levy and the Buildings, Technology, and Academics/Athletics (BTA) Capital Levy.  These 
levies are contingent on approval from the Seattle School Board and Seattle voters.  SPS 
levies are typically collected over a six-year period and each levy is placed on the ballot on an 
alternating three-year schedule.1   
 
In February 2025, Seattle voters approved the most recent levy, Building Excellence VI Capital 
Levy (BEX VI).  This levy will finance almost $1.4 billion in capital improvements and $415 
million in technology advancements across public schools in the City of Seattle.  This funding 
can only go towards projects specified in the levy work plan.  With respect to the eight public 
schools that serve Downtown, there is one planned project that will improve school capacity, 
the addition and modernization of Lowell Elementary School.  Other projects for schools that 

 
1 https://www.seattleschools.org/about/levy/capital-levies/ 
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serve Downtown include technology upgrades, clean energy projects, athletic field 
improvements, and cafeteria updates.2  
 
SPS’s ten-year Facilities Master Plan informs which projects are included in BEX and BTA.  This 
plan recommends facility improvements based on a variety of factors, such as policy 
directives, program needs, building conditions, and enrollment projections.  Of these factors, 
enrollment projections are crucial for determining the future capacity of SPS’s facilities and 
whether schools can accommodate new growth.  At the time of the most recent Facilities 
Master Plan update in 2021, the COVID-19 pandemic caused enrollment declines and created 
uncertainty about future enrollment trends.  Thus, SPS did not publish projections for this plan 
update.3  
 
Since the 2021 Facilities Master Plan update, SPS released updated enrollment projections.  
The SPS Enrollment Planning Department develops enrollment projections annually, which 
include 10-year projection of total students residing and enrolled in the district and one- and 
five-year projections per each school.  The projections are based on historical enrollment, birth 
rates, housing information, major employers, city planning projects, and other factors.  The 
most recent projections available on SPS’s website illustrate declining total district enrollment 
between the 2023 to 2024 and 2033 to 2034 school years.  Between the 2023 to 2024 and 
2028 to 2029 school years, SPS estimates that five out of the eight schools serving Downtown 
will decline in enrollment.  Edmond S. Meany Middle School is projected to experience the 
largest enrollment decline at 15 percent, while Bailey Gatzert Elementary is expected to see 
the greatest growth, with a 21 percent increase. 
 
If the City of Seattle aims to create K–12 public schools in Downtown Seattle, this need would 
first need to be identified through a future facilities master planning process.  Enrollment 
projections would likely need to demonstrate significant student growth in the Downtown area 
to justify investment.  Additionally, funding for any Downtown school projects would require 
approval by the Seattle School Board and Seattle voters through the capital levies process, 
with the next levy anticipated to go before voters in 2031. 
 
In recent years, declining student enrollment, among other factors, has prompted SPS to 
propose school closures and consolidations.  In this context, proactively planning for K–12 
school expansion in Downtown may require pursuing innovative funding strategies beyond 
SPS’s facilities planning and capital levy process.  
 

 
2 https://www.seattleschools.org/about/levy/bex-vi-capital-levy-planning/ 
3 chrome-extension://efaidnbmnnnibpcajpcglclefindmkaj/https://www.seattleschools.org/wp-
content/uploads/2021/09/2021_Facilities_Master_Plan_Update.pdf 
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CCaassee  SSttuuddiieess  ::  NNeeww  YYoorrkk  CCiittyy  EEdduuccaattiioonn  CCoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  FFuunndd  aanndd  PPrriinnccee  
GGeeoorrggee’’ss  CCoouunnttyy  PP33  SSttrraatteeggiieess    
School districts and other public agencies have adopted innovative approaches to deliver new 
high-quality schools while managing financial constraints and limited land availability.  This 
section discusses two of these approaches: 1) leveraging public-private partnerships (P3) to 
deliver new schools and 2) collaborating with community agencies to share school space and 
resources.  
 
Various school districts have leveraged P3 delivery models to develop and construct school 
facilities.  The structure of these partnerships can vary greatly but generally involve a private 
developer constructing or renovating a facility and leasing it to the school district over a long 
period of time.4  P3 models can offer development and construction cost savings, as well as 
streamlined project schedules.  However, they also involve complex legal and financial 
arrangements and must be tailored to meet the unique needs and characteristics of each 
school district.5  Notable P3 models include the work of the Education Construction Fund in 
New York City beginning in the 1960s and the more recent P3 arrangement in Prince George’s 
County Public Schools beginning in 2020.   
 
New York City has a long history of collaborating with the private sector to build new school 
facilities through the Education Construction Fund (ECF), a public benefit corporation formed 
in 1966.  The goal of the ECF is to provide new school buildings and other public benefits by 
utilizing P3 to pair new schools with housing or commercial developments.  By doing so, the 
ECF aims to expand education opportunities without tapping into the city’s capital budget.   
 
In the ECF’s P3 structure, the corporation leases its unused development rights to a private 
developer, who is then responsible for constructing both a new school and accompanying 
residential or commercial space, typically located above or adjacent to the school.  The ECF, 
which operates outside of the city’s debt limit, issues bonds to finance the school’s 
construction and pays off the bonds over time through rental income and tax equivalency 
payments from the developer.   
 
According to ECF’s website, the corporation has delivered over 18,000 school seats, 4,500 
housing units, and 1.2 million square feet of office space in the City of New York.  However, 
Schindler, notes that the ECF’s P3 model has limitations.6  More specifically, this model is only 
successful in areas with high land values that can generate sufficient rent incomes. To provide 
new schools in areas with low land values or to provide schools paired with affordable housing, 
additional financing may be required.  
 

 
4 Education Evolving, Facilities Financing: New Models for Districts that are Creating Schools New, 
2004. 
5 Bonvechio, Can Public-Private Partnerships Work in K-12?, 2021. 
6 The Private Lives of Public Schools, 2019. 
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In contrast to ECF’s school development process, Prince George’s County Public Schools 
(PGCPS) utilized P3 to construct six new schools without incorporating a mixed-use 
development component.  In 2020, in response to aging school facilities and growing 
education needs, PGCPS entered into an agreement with a private development team to 
deliver the schools under a design-build-finance-maintain (DBFM) alternative financing model.7  
According to a press release from PGCPS, the private partners completed construction of all 
six schools in 2023. 
 
Upon school occupancy, PGCPS began making availability payments, funded through its 
capital budget and with additional contributions from the County.8  While PGCPS retains 
ownership of the schools, its private partners are responsible for maintenance throughout the 
duration of the contract.  This innovative partnership saved PGCPS approximately $383 million 
in design and construction costs, eliminated deferred maintenance expenses, and reduced the 
school delivery timeline by half. 
 
A P3 school delivery model could be adopted to facilitate the development of new schools in 
Downtown Seattle.  Pursuing mixed-use projects similar to those executed by the ECF, 
specifically projects that pair housing with new schools, could address housing demand and 
support projected residential growth in Downtown.  Furthermore, Downtown Seattle’s high land 
values may generate the required revenue to sustain these types of projects.  Leveraging a 
DBFM P3 structure like that of PGCPS has the potential to reduce the project management 
burden on public administrators, reduce upfront costs, and respond more quickly to demand 
for new school facilities.  
 
Despite these advantages, Bonvechio, in his review of the PGCPS P3 model, cautions that P3 
deal structures are highly complex and involve significant risk-sharing, with successful 
outcomes relying on long-term partnerships and high levels of collaboration.9 To ensure a 
successful P3 school delivery model, Bonvechio recommends that these partnerships should 
have the following characteristics: 
 

• A clear definition of expected outcomes from the parties involved. 
• Sufficient development time for a district to negotiate the structure and required legal 

agreements of the project. 
• A true partnership where both parties have mutual respect and consideration for each 

other, and are invested in each other’s success. 
• Honesty, as nothing can cause a P3 to implode faster than a lack of trust among the 

parties. 

 
7 Bonvechio, Can Public-Private Partnerships Work in K-12?, 2021. 
8 A Guide to K-12 Public-Private-Partnerships, Brailsford and Dunlavey. 
9 Bonvechio, Can Public-Private Partnerships Work in K-12?, 2021. 
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• A fair and equitable contract/management agreement where expectations are clearly 
spelled out, allowing both parties to know exactly what is expected and how success 
will be measured. 

• A close working relationship, because the private sector partner must have support 
from and access to district leaders. 

• Realistic and clearly defined milestones that allow for the multi-layered review and 
approval process that many districts and school systems have. 

• An intentionally designed project, defined by the school district. 
• Flexibility, as the district should carefully define its needs and in responding to those 

needs, the private sector partner should have latitude to shop for the most cost-
effective solutions available. 

 
In addition to utilizing P3, school districts can address funding challenges by co-locating 
schools with other facilities, such as community organizations, higher education, and local 
businesses.10  Space-sharing education models can spread facility operations and 
maintenance costs across multiple agencies.  When these models also employ adaptive reuse 
of community space – such as churches, community centers, and colleges campus – school 
districts can substantially reduce facility development and construction costs.   
 
In addition to cost-savings, space sharing models can offer public benefits that transcend 
student education.  Pairing schools with organizations that offer community services can 
repair fragmented service delivery, improving access to resources for families.  Additionally, 
schools developed from community-based organizations can be more responsive to local 
needs and create a sense of belonging for students historically “othered” by public education.  
 
El Puente, a community-based organization located in Brooklyn, New York, successfully 
implemented a space sharing education model by partnering with the New York City 
Department of Education in the 1990s. El Puente was founded in 1982 to promote community 
activism and empowerment for the Southside Williamsburg Latino community.  It was founded 
by Luis Garden Acosta and other community members in response to rising crime in the 
community following the loss of industry and disruptive urban renewal programs.11   
 
After operating a successful after-school program for 10 years, El Puente opened a high school 
in 1993, the El Puente Academy for Peace and Justice, in a renovated church which also 
served as a community headquarters.  El Puente also transformed and led the operations of 

 
10 Education Evolving, Facilities Financing: New Models for Districts that are Creating Schools New, 
2004. 
11 Ancess & Rogers, Social emotional learning and social justice learning at El Puente Academy for 
Peace and Justice, 2015. 
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Middle School 50 starting in 2015.  Since these schools’ inception, El Puente has accelerated 
student performance and attendance and is consistently an A-rated NYC school.12 
 
The success of El Puente’s model is largely attributed to its responsiveness to community 
needs and deviation from “one size fits all” education.  The Academy and MS50’s curriculum 
celebrates local culture and language, cultivating a sense of belonging for students.  The small 
school size and involvement of teachers, staff, and parents in the decision-making process 
fosters higher levels of student engagement in learning.  El Puente also offers counseling and 
support services for students and families and has a long history of leading social activist 
movements relevant to the local community’s values.13  
 
El Puente’s innovative education model and other similar space sharing initiatives could be 
well-suited for the needs of Downtown Seattle.  Co-locating a public school within an existing 
community building could offer the potential to create or expand education spaces without 
relying entirely on the capital levy process.  Furthermore, given that no public schools currently 
exist within Downtown’s boundaries, a tailored model like this could provide a much-needed 
resource for families living in the area. Finally, as noted in the Public Facilities and Services 
Analysis, previous studies have noted the issue of fragmented service delivery for under 
resourced communities in Downtown.  Shared space education models can improve resource 
access and collaboration among multiple providers by responding to multiple community 
needs in a single facility.  
 
 
 
 

 
12 Lopez, Belonging in Schools Building a school where all students belong in New York City’s 
Williamsburg, 2023. 
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Historic Context and Trends 

Downtown in Context  

 
Figure 1 Downtown Districts and Landmarks 

Land, Industry, and Culture Shaped by Water 
The Downtown Regional Center study area (throughout this document referred to as Downtown, 
or Downtown Seattle) is located in central Seattle. It is bound by the Elliott Bay shoreline to the 
west while Interstate-5 comprises most of the eastern boundary but intersects the Chinatown-
International District neighborhood. Denny Way is the northernmost border while The Duwamish 
Industrial Center lies to the south. 
For millions of years, water has sculpted the lands, people, and environment of what is now 
Downtown Seattle. From the ancient glacial movements of the Vashon Glaciation to the 
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relentless coastal erosion by the Pacific Ocean and Puget Sound to indigenous peoples' 
stewardship of the Salish Seas, water has been the constant force shaping this region. The 
maritime endeavors of the 19th and 20th centuries further intertwined the city’s relationship with 
water, leading to the ongoing transformation of the Downtown waterfront into a vibrant cultural 
destination. Downtown Seattle has always been, and continues to be, a product of its profound 
relationship with water.1 
  

 
1 Burke Museum of Natural History and Culture, “Waterlines Project” 
https://www.burkemuseum.org/static/waterlines/maps.html 2 The Encyclopedia of Puget Sound, “The Puget Lowland 
Ecoregion” 
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Figure 2 Historic relationship to water 

 
Figure 3 Map showing movement to and through Downtown Seattle 
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Figure 4 Land contours from 1800s to 1900s

 

Figure 5 Land in 2023  
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Geological History 
The lands that are now known as Seattle were created by over 2.4 million years of geological 
change caused by glaciers, volcanoes, earthquakes, landslides, coastal deposition, and 
erosion. Those changes created a narrow strip of geologically complex land that resides 
between the salt waters of Puget Sound and the fresh waters of Lake Washington, also known 
as an isthmus. 
 
While these complex geological formations make ground conditions in Seattle complex and 
unpredictable, the rich topsoil deposited hundreds of thousands of years ago paired with a mild 
marine climate, created a healthy and ecological condition for a range of natural resources to 
thrive. Before European settlement, the area of what became known as Seattle was once 
continuous forests of Western hemlock, Western Red Cedar, and Douglas-fir.2  Creeks and 
wetlands flowed through this landscape and together with the forests created a landscape that 
buffered the extremes of wet winters and dry summers. 

Indigenous Stewards (pre-1800s and ongoing) 
Downtown is built on Indigenous land, the traditional territory of Coast Salish peoples, 
specifically the Suquamish and Duwamish Tribes. The tribes lived in the region for thousands of 
years before the arrival of Europeans or white settlers. They stewarded a deep relationship with 
the land and water of present-day Puget Sound. The tribes also used Puget Sound for hunting 
and trade, and there were Coast Salish villages and water-related places along Downtown 
Seattle’s original shorelines, of what is now Alaskan Way. 

The Regrade: Land Changes to Foster Industry (1800s-1900s) 
Engineers in the 19th and 20th century saw an opportunity in Seattle’s rich, porous soils for its 
ease of removal and regrading. Eight significant human-engineered projects to redefine 
Seattle’s landscape in support of economic development occurred between 1890 and 1930, and 
four of those projects, spanning over thirty years, were in Downtown Seattle.3 
While these projects were envisioned to support an economic boon, they also had lasting 
effects on the natural function of the regraded lands and movement of waterways to the Sound, 
making future construction projects more difficult and significant wastewater infrastructure 
necessary to divert or channel water away from the developed landscape. 

 
2 The Encyclopedia of Puget Sound, “The Puget Lowland Ecoregion” 
3 David B Williams, “Denny Regrade (Seattle)” History Link.org, https://historylink.org/File/21204 4 Eric Pryne, 
“Amazon to make giant move to South Lake Union,” The Seattle Times, (Dec 2007)5 Waterfront Seattle, “Program 
Overview”, https://waterfrontseattle.org/about/program-overview 6 Seattle Public Utilities, “The Power of Water”, 
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2be3ad7299c44445b4bbb213a039bf8b 7 Sound Transit, East Link Project 
Boring Locations, 
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/projects/eastlink/deis/appendix_f4.11_geologic_unit_su
mmaries_and_hazard_areas.pdf  
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Figure 6 and Figure 7 Photos of Regrade in 1907 (Rare Historical Photos) 

Building Booms 
Several building booms took place after the 1930s, in the decades following Seattle’s significant 
regrading projects.  While not all of these investments directly occurred due to the economic 
development visions of the engineers who led the major regrade projects, they all followed the 
shape of the new landscape. An increase in automobile use after World War II brought 
thoroughfares, expressways, and other car infrastructure that greatly impacted Seattle’s urban 
form. A more formulaic zoning ordinance adopted in the late 1950s brought modern high rise 
curtain wall buildings. By the late 1960s, much of Downtown was shaped by high rise 
commercial buildings and plazas. By the 1970s, preservation and restoration efforts began to 
target historic and architecturally significant properties, many of which are Downtown. 
 
In the early 2000s, after the City loosened building height restrictions, many projects were 
constructed in the Downtown’s commercial core. Also, in the 2010’s, many successful 
technology start-ups, including Amazon, expanded operations Downtown. These companies 
made significant investments not only in individual buildings, but in campuses and public spaces 
close to their facilities.4 Another major structural change came  after the Alaskan Way Viaduct 
suffered damage after the 2001 earthquake, when it was replaced with an underground highway 
that paved the way for a renewed connection between Downtown and the waterfront. 

 
4 Eric Pryne, “Amazon to make giant move to South Lake Union,” The Seattle Times, (Dec 2007)5 Waterfront Seattle, 
“Program Overview”, https://waterfrontseattle.org/about/program-overview 6 Seattle Public Utilities, “The Power of 
Water”, https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2be3ad7299c44445b4bbb213a039bf8b 7 Sound Transit, East Link 
Project Boring Locations, 
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/projects/eastlink/deis/appendix_f4.11_geologic_unit_su
mmaries_and_hazard_areas.pdf  
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Figure 8 Aerial view of the Alaskan Way Viaduct in Seattle in 2018 (Flickr Photo / WSDOT) 

The Unique Role of Open Space in Downtown 

Initiative 42 
Publicly owned parks and recreational facilities throughout Seattle are protected by Initiative 42, 
which was passed by the City of Seattle in 1997. Initiative 42 preserves access to parks and 
recreation by preventing the transfer, sale, or change of parks and recreation land and facilities 
to other uses unless deemed absolutely necessary. In the case of transfer, sale, or change of 
use, this initiative also requires the city to replace any parks and recreation facilities with 
equivalent or better facilities that serve the same community and geographic area.  

Spaces for Expression and Exchange 
Downtown Seattle's major civic open spaces function as places of expression and exchange. 
Many of them frequently support activities from surrounding businesses and cultural and civic 
institutions. Major civic open spaces Downtown include Occidental Square, and City Hall Park. 
These spaces support events large and small and often serve as a regional draw, attracting 
visitors from across Downtown, the city, and beyond. Public spaces represent and are often 
host to democratic expression and dialogue, essentials of civic discourse. A full inventory of 
Downtown parks and open spaces can be found on page 38.  

Reconnecting Downtown to its Waterfront 
Once primarily an active shipping channel and gateway to surrounding Washington 
communities, the waterfront has significantly transformed since the early 2000s. Seattle’s 
Downtown Waterfront has been redesigned into a vibrant, connected destination that balances 
its role as a jobs, tourism, and transportation center alongside improved public access. 
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Reflecting the longstanding importance of connections to water for Seattle, the City is also 
actively working to reinvest in water quality and ecological health, with the collaborative 
stewardship and advocacy of Indigenous tribes. Removal of the Alaskan Way Viaduct and 
investments in the Pioneer Square Habitat Beach, the Puget Sound, and stormwater 
infrastructure outflows into the harbor are recent examples of efforts to improve waterfront 
health and access for the benefit of all.5  

Downtown’s Back Yards 
Downtown Seattle includes some of the highest density development in the City, which also 
often means that many residences do not have access to private yards. Walkable, public 
spaces that offer a variety of experiences - recreational, social, wellness-related - are essential 
for the many people who call Downtown home. Parks enable residents to physically engage 
with and connect to the natural environment. They also provide a range of health, economic 
development, and environmental benefits. Trees alone help to cool the Downtown on hot days, 
improve air quality, and increase property values.  

Tourism Hub 
Downtown Seattle continues to be a major destination for visitors culturally, offering unique 
destinations and experiences, and logistically, as a key transit gateway into Seattle for travelers 
to and through the city. Downtown open spaces provide everyday opportunities for tourists to 
rest and enjoy the city, and events-based destination opportunities. Places like Pike Place 
Market are major tourist attractions. Pike Place Market alone supports 600 businesses with 
sales of over $100 million and millions of visitors worldwide. 

Environmental Threats 

This technical report examines the current state and future challenges of Downtown Seattle’s 
open spaces, public realm, and waterfront. While these areas contribute to a healthy city for 
residents, workers, and visitors, they face significant environmental and climate change threats. 
These include vulnerabilities to flooding from natural disasters and sea level rise, reduced air 
quality, increased urban heat island effects from hot days, heat waves, droughts, and wildfires, 
as well as the impacts of earthquakes on the built environment and landfill. These modern-day 
threats, exacerbated by human engineering and consumption, necessitate comprehensive 
planning and mitigation strategies to ensure a sustainable and resilient future for Downtown 
Seattle. 

 
5 Waterfront Seattle, “Program Overview”, https://waterfrontseattle.org/about/program-overview 6 Seattle Public 
Utilities, “The Power of Water”, https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2be3ad7299c44445b4bbb213a039bf8b 7 Sound 
Transit, East Link Project Boring Locations, 
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/projects/eastlink/deis/appendix_f4.11_geologic_unit_su
mmaries_and_hazard_areas.pdf  
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Environmentally Critical Areas 
Seattle’s Environmentally Critical Areas (ECA) Code governs areas of the City that provide 
critical environmental functions, like wetlands and habitat conservation areas, or areas with 
natural conditions that pose risks for development, like areas prone to floods, landslides, 
liquefaction, peat-settlement, or seismic hazards. Several ECAs exist within the Downtown 
Regional Center, including Liquefaction Prone Areas, Steep Slopes (40% average), Flood 
Prone Areas, Known Slide initiation points, and Peat Settlement Prone Areas. Along 
Downtown’s shoreline is a Shoreline Habitat Buffer. The ECA Code outlines regulations like site 
plan requirements, standards for trees and vegetation management and restoration, and 
development standards for different ECAs.  

Previous and Ongoing Planning Efforts and Projects 
The Downtown Urban Center plan should build on recent studies and resources that provide a 
strong foundation for climate projections, open space needs, and environmental opportunities. 
The following is a summary of key reports:  
 

City Wide Plans 
Environmental Impact Statement- One Seattle Comprehensive Plan, OPCD  
 
The Seattle Comprehensive Plan is the guide for how the city grows and makes investments. 
The Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) evaluates five alternatives for providing more 
housing and improving the jobs/housing balance in Seattle. Each alternative has been reviewed 
for likely environmental impacts. The purpose of evaluating alternatives is to understand the 
impacts of different approaches to accommodating housing and jobs. The final plan and 
implementing legislation would likely implement a combination of changes analyzed in different 
alternatives. Downtown Seattle is within analysis zone 4 in the Draft EIS.  
 
Seattle Climate Vulnerability Assessment, OPCD (2023) 
The City of Seattle’s Climate Vulnerability Assessment (CVA) is a detailed assessment of how 
climate change is already affecting and will continue to affect the community wellbeing, 
economy, health, infrastructure, and natural systems of the city. 
 
Seattle Climate Action Plan, City of Seattle (2013) 
Link 
The first climate action plan was adopted in 2006. The 2006 CAP laid out a strategy to meet the 
Kyoto target and identified short-terms actions the City should take to achieve that goal. To 
date, fifteen of the eighteen areas of action identified in the 2006 CAP have been implemented 
or are in the process of implementation 
 
Green New Deal Executive Order, Climate Impact Actions, Office of Sustainability (2021) 
Link 
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The Green New Deal Executive Order calls for OSE to convene a Green New Deal City Team, 
comprised of relevant City departments, such as Seattle Department of Transportation, Seattle 
City Light, Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections, the Office of Economic 
Development, and Office of Planning and Community Development, that would engage and 
collaborate with community-based organizations and residents to develop a brief report 
identifying the top 10 actions the City could take in order to achieve expeditious reductions in 
GHG emissions.  
 
Community Greenhouse Gas Emissions Inventory, Office of Sustainability (2024) 
Link 
Tracking greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions across the buildings, transportation, industrial, and 
waste sectors helps the City develop effective programs and policies designed to reduce climate 
impacts. This GHG emissions inventory reports on the sources and magnitude of Seattle’s core 
GHG emissions and provides short- and long-term trends so the City of Seattle and its residents 
are better able to take informed actions to combat the climate crisis. 
 
Parks and Open Space Plan, Seattle Parks and Rec (SPR) (2024) 
Link 
The 2024 Parks and Open Space Plan is a 6-year plan that documents and describes SPR’s 
facilities and lands, looks at Seattle’s changing demographics, and lays out a vision for the 
future. The 2024 Parks and Open Space Plan is required by the Washington State Recreation 
and Conservation Office (RCO) to maintain the City of Seattle’s eligibility for state grants and 
funding programs that will help realize outdoor recreation development and open space 
acquisition projects. 
 
Outside Citywide, City of Seattle (2023) 
Link 
Outside Citywide is a collaborative initiative to create a flourishing, equitable, well-connected 
network of public green spaces across Seattle. Through partnerships and innovation, Outside 
Citywide identifies priority areas and key strategies to improve public space at the city scale, 
while also testing and improving these strategies by implementing projects at the neighborhood 
scale. 
 
Indigenous Inclusivity Guide (2023) 
The Indigenous Inclusivity Guide was created to help city planners ensure equitable 
representation of Indigenous groups throughout Seattle. As planners contribute to the City’s 
development, this guide serves as a resource for prioritizing Indigenous representation and 
increasing awareness of the priorities of Indigenous peoples who live on and have connections 
to the land within the city's boundaries. 

Downtown Specific Plans 
Downtown Activation Plan (2023) 
Link 
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Mayor Bruce Harrell unveiled the Downtown Activation Plan, the City of Seattle’s proposal to 
revitalize Downtown Seattle. This plan outlines goals and actions aimed at stabilizing and 
transforming Downtown into an attractive destination for residents, workers, and visitors. It 
includes near-term recommendations and measurable outcomes.  
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Little Saigon Action Plan (2022) 
Link 
The Little Saigon 2030 Action Plan was developed by Little Saigon community members 
together with the Friends of Little Sài Gòn to establish a vision and actions to support 
neighborhood change and growth. 
 
Seattle CID 2020 Health Community Action Plan (2020) and Chinatown International District 
Neighborhood Strategic Plan (2022) 
Link, Link 
Home to small, independent businesses, and predominantly Asian-American and API 
immigrants, seniors, and children, the CID faces unique health, social, and economic 
opportunities and challenges. The Seattle Chinatown-International District 2020 Healthy 
Community Action Plan addresses these issues, highlighting poorer health outcomes and 
shorter lifespans for CID residents. The two plans outline strategies to enhance health, safety, 
and livability by investing in public spaces, stabilizing communities, and influencing policy, 
aiming to ensure the CID’s prosperity alongside Seattle’s growth, while also focusing on 
actionable recommendations to make these plans a reality. 
 
Envisioning an Indigenous Downtown Seattle (2023) 
The report, written by Tahoma Peak Solutions, a Native woman-owned firm, summarizes 
interviews with Indigenous leaders on the question, “What does an Indigenous Seattle look like 
for all?” The findings highlight key areas such as reclaiming space, reshaping narratives, 
forming partnerships, planning for the future, and addressing current challenges in Downtown 
Seattle. 
 
Pike Place Market Master Plan (2024) 
Link 
This Master Plan serves as a guiding framework and vision for the next fifty years, preserving 
the objectives outlined in the City Charter. The Plan's three goals and four corresponding 
strategies aim to capitalize on opportunities and ensure that the Market remains a supportive, 
diverse community, as well as a thriving hub for Pacific Northwest food, commerce, and culture 
for generations to come. 
 
 
Imagine Greater Downtown (2019) 
Link 
The Imagine Greater Downtown plan developed an inclusive vision for Downtown in 2035. With 
the removal of the Alaskan Way Viaduct and new access to the Waterfront, this plan identifies 
priorities and guidance for creating vibrant public life in the heart of the city.  
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Waterfront Seattle 
Concept Design 
Framework Plan 
Strategic Plan 
The Waterfront Seattle plans reimagined the previously inaccessible waterfront. Projects like the 
Elliott Bay seawall reconstruction and cultivation of the public realm at the Waterfront allow 
Seattleites and visitors to connect to the city’s unique geography along the Elliott Bay. The 
Waterfront Park will bring beautiful vegetation, views of Elliott Bay, and free events. Both the 
park and seawall will integrate environmentally friendly features designed for biodiversity, 
stormwater resilience, and healthy salmon migration.   
 
Elliott Bay Seawall Project 
The newly reconstructed Elliott Bay Seawall replaced the former seawall that had been in place 
for more than 70 years. The new seawall meets seismic standards and supports the natural 
ecological functions of the Elliott Bay shoreline. Spaces for vegetation to grow and hiding spots 
for marine life support juvenile salmon migration. 
 
 

Existing Policies 

The following existing policies and incentives are pertinent to the environment and open spaces 
Downtown. They offer a range of tools to help achieve the City's goals for carbon reduction, 
improved air quality, and the creation of more resilient and healthy communities. These serve as 
a foundation for future recommendations. 

Building Practices 
● Building Emissions Performance Standard 

○ The City's Building Emissions Performance Standard (BEPS) Policy, was 
adopted in December 2023. Building performance standards are energy or 
emissions targets that existing multifamily and commercial buildings over 20,000 
square feet must meet over time to improve energy efficiency and reduce climate 
impacts.  The standard should reduce building emissions by 27% by 2050. This 
policy complements the state policy for buildings greater than 50,000 square feet 
commencing in 2026. 

● Clean Buildings Accelerator 
○ Offers technical support for owners and managers of buildings 20,000 SF and 

larger to understand the State of WA Clean Buildings law, reduce emissions 
aligned with the Seattle Building Emissions Performance Standard (BEPS), and 
comply with City and State legislation. 

● Priority Green Expedited 
○ Offers faster building permit review and processing for projects that meet green 

building requirements with a focus on clean energy, resource conservation, 
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indoor air quality, and lead hazard reduction. Priority Green Expedited is 
available for all new construction projects. 

● Green Building Standard 
○ Grants projects additional development capacity in specific zones in exchange 

for meeting green building requirements. 
● Living Building Pilot Program 

○ Offers additional height, floor area ratio (FAR), and Design Review departure 
requests for projects that meet aggressive energy and water requirements and 
Living Building Petal Certification. 

● 2030 Challenge 
○ Offers additional height, FAR, and Design Review departure requests for projects 

that meet the 2030 Challenge which targets energy, water, and transportation for 
new construction and major renovations. 

● Landmark Districts 
○ Sites in Landmark Districts are prioritized for preservation, including reuse, 

repair, and upgrade, to maintain existing built forms. Three of Seattle’s eight 
Landmark Districts are in the Downtown: Pike Place Market, Pioneer Square, 
and the International Special Review District. 

● Environmentally Critical Areas 
○ The Environmentally Critical Areas (ECA) Code regulates areas in Seattle that 

serve vital environmental functions. These regulations are detailed in Chapter 
25.09 of the Seattle Municipal Code. For the Downtown area, the most significant 
ECA sections pertain to seismic hazard areas, along steep slopes of over 40%,in 
liquefaction prone areas, peat settlement areas, and in historical landfills  

Waste and Emissions 
● Commute Trip Reduction Program 

○ In 1991, the State of Washington adopted its Commute Trip Reduction (CTR) 
law. The law is focused on reducing traffic congestion and air pollution by shifting 
drive-alone commutes to other modes.  

● EV Charging Ordinance  
○ This Washington State Law sets forth requirements and minimums for EV 

charging stations, EV-ready parking spaces, and EV capable parking spaces 
according to building occupancy type.  

● Fossil Fuel Free Fleet  
○ Under Executive Order 2018-02, Seattle aims to have a fossil fuel free fleet by 

2030. 
● Oil Conversions Fund and Clean Heat Program 

○ The newly passed 2023-2024 City of Seattle budget will fund oil conversions 
using Payroll Expense Tax revenues.  

● Plastic Bag Ban 
○ The Washington State Law prohibits single-use plastic carryout bags for food, 

retail, and grocery businesses, festivals, and markets and imposes a charge for 
all large paper bags and thick reusable plastic bags. 
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● Development on Historical Landfills 
○ Seattle Municipal Code 25.09.220 (Environmentally Critical Areas Code) 

indicates that development on historical landfills is subject to Seattle-King County 
Health Department requirements. The code also specifies methane barriers or 
appropriate ventilation per Title 22, Subtitle I, Building Code, and the Seattle King 
County Health Department regulations.   

○ Title 10 King County Board of Health Solid Waste Regulation governs 
construction standards and methane controls on historical landfills. Authority is 
established under RCW Chapter 70.05 and Washington State Administrative 
Code WAC 173-304, Minimal Functional Standards for Solid Waste Handling, 
and WAC 173-351, Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills.  

Streets 
● Stay Healthy Streets 

○ An initiative created by SDOT in response to the COVID-19 pandemic. Closed 
residential streets to pass through auto traffic to open them up to people walking, 
rolling, and biking.  

● Street Vacation  
○ Street Vacations allow property owners to petition the Seattle City Council to 

acquire a public right-of-way next to their property from the City. Street vacations 
“vacate” the public’s right to use a street and return it to private property. Street 
vacations are only applicable when there is an adjacent development project 
planned.  

Parks and Open Space  
● Privately Owned Public Space program 

○ Privately Owned Public Spaces (POPS) are open to the public, and include 
plazas, arcades, atriums, hill climbs, and green streets. These spaces are 
allowed or required by rules in the Seattle Land Use Code that have been in 
place for several decades, and are generally located in Seattle's Center City.  

● P-Patch Community Garden Program 
○ The P-Patch Community Garden Program, established in 1973, consists of 

publicly owned gardens managed by community members and operated by the 
Seattle Department of Neighborhoods. In the larger Northgate area, there are 
three P-Patches located outside the Urban Center boundary. 

● Seattle Conservation Corps 
○ Established in 1986, the Seattle Conservation Corps is a unique Parks and 

Recreation program that provides employment for people experiencing 
homelessness. This program offers adults the chance to train and work in a 
structured environment, equipping them with job skills while completing projects 
that benefit the community and the environment. It operates year-round with an 
annual budget of approximately $4 million. 

● Incentive Zoning Program 
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○ The Incentive Zoning (IZ) program is a voluntary program in which developers 
provide amenities, including neighborhood open space, green street 
improvements, contribution to forest preservation, in exchange for extra floor 
area or height beyond the base amount allowed for their building by the Land 
Use Code. Amenities should comply with the City of Seattle’s ‘Downtown 
Amenities Standards’ such as minimum dimensions, access, landscaping and 
coverage guidelines.  

● Downtown Seattle Association Public Operations Team 
○ The team ensures Downtown parks are clean, well-maintained and welcoming. 

● Seattle Municipal Code Park Code of Conduct 
○ The Seattle Municipal Code prohibits activities that disrupt others’ use of parks or 

impacts the quality of public spaces, including smoking, camping, and littering.   
● Seattle Center 

○ The Seattle Center has partnered with Friends of Waterfront Seattle to manage 
operations of the Waterfront Park, including maintenance and public safety 
services.  

Stormwater 
● Rainwise 

○ This rebate program, a partnership between the City of Seattle and King County, 
assists private property owners in managing stormwater by installing cisterns and 
rain gardens. 

● RainCity Partnership Program 
○ Through Seattle Public Utilities, this program partners with eligible multi-family, 

commercial, and industrial property owners to voluntarily build green 
infrastructure projects and restore riparian areas, aiming to improve water quality 
and habitats. 

●  Beyond Code Partnerships 
○ This program supports developer projects, such as those in Downtown, that meet 

the minimum stormwater code requirements but could benefit from a more 
comprehensive approach to stormwater management. This approach aims to 
achieve greater impact and benefits beyond what the code mandates. 

Public Safety 
• Community Assisted Response and Engagement (CARE) Department 

o The CARE Department responds to non-emergency and 9-1-1 calls involving 
low-risk behavioral health issues. The CARE team provides behavioral health-
informed crisis responses alongside traditional first responders. This department 
has served Downtown since 2023, and is set to expand its services through 
university partnerships  

Upcoming policies 
● Low Pollution Neighborhoods 
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○ Low-pollution neighborhoods are designated areas or streets where the City can 
deploy a variety of pilot, policy, program, and physical improvements to address 
climate goals. The vision and toolkit for the policy is currently in development. 
The City aims to implement at least three low-pollution neighborhoods by 2028. 

Existing Conditions 

Environment - Built and Natural  
Downtown Seattle's built and natural environment reflects a complex interaction between its 
historical development and modern efforts to improve sustainability, connectivity, and urban 
livability. Initially covered by dense forests, creeks, and wetlands, the landscape underwent 
significant changes due to logging, industrialization, and major engineering projects like the 
Denny Regrade and tidal flat fillings. These historical modifications established the foundation 
for today's urban landscape but also brought substantial environmental challenges.  

Currently, various strategies are being employed to address these past impacts and enhance 
the urban ecosystem. Previously, Downtown was a more focused employment center that 
prioritized commerce over open space, making it less welcoming to residents. Key initiatives 
such as the Waterfront Seattle Program and the proposed I-5 lid project aim to balance the 
city's historical legacy with future urban resilience and sustainability. However, many 
environmental challenges persist in the Downtown area. Issues such as pollution, tree canopy 
loss, and water quality degradation continue to impact the urban environment.  
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Land 

A Changed Landscape  

In the mid-1800s, before Euro-American settlement, 
the area that became known as Seattle was 
characterized by dense forests, creeks, and wetlands. 
This landscape provided stability for both human 
communities and the ecosystems they relied upon.6  

The arrival of European settlers brought substantial 
changes to the landscape. The logging industry 
quickly exploited the dense forests, and the natural 
waterways were altered to support urban 
development. After that a series of large regrading 
projects reshaped the physical landscape and laid the 
foundation for Seattle’s modern street grid and 
infrastructure, facilitating Downtown’s growth and 
development. 

Major Regrading Projects: 

1898-1903: First Avenue Regrade (Pine to Denny) - The purpose of this first regrade 
was to increase accessibility between First and Capitol Hills to Downtown and increase 
economic vitality for Downtown.  

1909: Dearborn Street Regrade - to support increased maritime industry, distribution, 
and water transportation needs, the City filled much of the low-lying coastal areas along 
the Puget Sound with landfill.  

1910: Jackson Hill Regrade - the removal of much of Jackson Hill into what is now the 
CID is still visible along South Main Street along Kobe Terrace. 

1911 and 1930: Denny Hill Regrade (occurred in two phases) - this was a major regrade 
of the Downtown between the waterfront and the Capitol Hill and First Hill 
neighborhoods to the east. 

Beyond the regrade, other significant projects included the filling of tidal flats to create more 
land for development, such as the creation of Port of Seattle. These engineering projects 

 
6 Seattle Public Utilities, “The Power of Water”, 
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2be3ad7299c44445b4bbb213a039bf8b 7 Sound Transit, East Link Project 
Boring Locations, 
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/projects/eastlink/deis/appendix_f4.11_geologic_unit_su
mmaries_and_hazard_areas.pdf  

Figure 9 Changes to Seattle Land 
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drastically altered the Downtown landscape, addressing the immediate needs of a growing 
population and economy, but also introducing substantial environmental challenges.  

Geology and Ecology 
The Downtown area is characterized by a diverse geological and ecological landscape, shaped 
significantly by its glacial history, coastal deposition and erosion, and human activities. This has 
left a complex mix of glacial deposits from multiple glaciation periods. The coastal area, known 
as artificial fill, is primarily covered by tidal flat deposits. The geological deposits in Downtown 
vary widely in composition, stability, and permeability. For instance, dense glacial till offers a 
stable foundation and typically has low infiltration rates, leading to surface runoff and potential 
flooding during heavy rainfall. Conversely, outwash deposits have high filtration rates but are 
susceptible to erosion.7 These natural and human-induced changes result in numerous 
geological layers. Consequently, construction projects become more complex, and the risk of 
damage from natural disasters increases.  
 
Ecologically, the Downtown area was historically covered by dense temperate rainforests. 
These forests provided critical habitat for a wide range of wildlife, like numerous bird species. 
Today, much of this natural vegetation has been replaced by urban development, but pockets of 
green spaces, such as the Seattle Waterfront and numerous parks, continue to support local 
biodiversity. Thriving, highly vegetated open spaces like Danny Woo Garden and Growing Vine 
Street illustrate the success of community-led initiatives for promoting biodiversity. The regional 
environment of Downtown is mainly influenced by its proximity to the major water body, Elliott 
Bay. It plays a crucial role in moderating the local climate, contributing to the mild, maritime 
conditions that characterize the area.  
 

Earthquake Risk and Impacts 
 

Tree Health  

Tree Canopy Loss 
From 2016 to 2021, Downtown Seattle 's urban environment saw significant changes in its tree 
canopy due to both new plantings and removal. In 2021, the city enhanced its urban greenery 
by planting approximately 26 acres of new tree canopies.8 These efforts were concentrated in 
designated green spaces and along revitalized streetscapes, such as neighborhoods around 
Olympic Sculpture Park and Pike Place Market, and more.  
 

 
7 Sound Transit, East Link Project Boring Locations, 
https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/documents/pdf/projects/eastlink/deis/appendix_f4.11_geologic_unit_su
mmaries_and_hazard_areas.pdf  
8 City of Seattle, “Trees for Seattle” 
https://seattlecitygis.maps.arcgis.com/apps/MapSeries/index.html?appid=a7072ffa326c4ef39a0f031961ebace6 9 
Seattle City Council Resolutions, Resolution 30297, https://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/30297  
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These efforts are part of projects like the Waterfront Seattle Program and the Green Streets 
initiative, aiming to make the city more livable and improve environmental health.  
Conversely, 32 acres of canopy losses occurred mostly in areas undergoing redevelopment and 
increased construction activities, such as Rainier Square, Wells Fargo Center, and major 
thoroughfares like 1st Avenue, 2nd Avenue, and 3rd Avenue. This dynamic resulted in a net 
reduction in overall tree canopy coverage from 10% in 2016 to 9.3% in 2021. The reduction in 
tree cover can be attributed to several factors, including urban development, infrastructure 
projects, and insufficient maintenance resources.  

 
The city’s limited resources allocated for tree maintenance, including pruning and pest control, 
have also played a role in tree canopy loss. Without regular maintenance, trees suffer from 
urban stress and become unhealthy, making it harder to maintain a robust tree canopy in the 
city.  
 

 
Figure 10 Tree Canopy Loss 

Tree Ownership 
A significant portion of Downtown street trees, 48%, are located on private property, while a 
smaller percentage are found situated in public spaces, such as sidewalks and rights-of-way 
(ROW). Trees maintained by the SDOT, primarily along streets and public ROWs, make up a 
notable portion of the public tree population.  
 
Street vacations, where public streets are repurposed for private use, often by large 
corporations like Amazon, also affect tree distribution and management. These street vacations 
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can lead to the removal of public trees or transfer their maintenance responsibility to private 
entities, impacting control over the overall tree canopy and its health. 

Street Trees Responsible Party Percentage 

Private 48.12% 

Seattle Department of Transportation 45.47% 

Seattle Parks and Recreation 6.22% 

Seattle Fleets and Administrative Services 0.16% 

Seattle Public Utilities 0.03% 

 

Tree Species vulnerability analysis 
Downtown's street trees bring both beauty and environmental benefits to the city. Common 
types include Sweetgum, Norway Maple, London Plane, Red Maple, and Red Oak trees. Each 
of these trees adds vibrant colors to the streets, especially in the fall, with hues ranging from 
deep reds to bright yellows. They are also known for their unique features, such as the star-
shaped leaves of Sweetgums and the peeling bark of London Plane trees. However, these trees 
face challenges like pests and diseases, including the Asian longhorned beetle and oak wilt. 
Proper care and maintenance are essential to keep these trees healthy and ensure they 
continue to enhance the urban landscape. 
 

Street Trees Percentage Main Characteristics 

Sweetgum 7.67% Sweetgums are known for their star-shaped leaves and 
spiky fruit. They display stunning fall colors, ranging from 
yellow to deep red. Sweetgums are susceptible to pests 
like the sweetgum webworm and diseases such as 
bacterial leaf scorch. 

Norway Maple 6.51% Norway Maples have a broad, rounded canopy and 
produce dense shade. They exhibit striking yellow fall 
foliage. These trees are prone to pests like the Asian 
longhorned beetle and diseases such as tar spot and 
verticillium wilt. 

London Plane (Tree) 6.14% London Plane trees are appreciated for their distinctive 
peeling bark and tolerance to urban conditions. They 
showcase attractive yellow and brown fall colors. London 
Plane trees can be affected by pests like the sycamore 
lace bug and diseases such as anthracnose. 

Red Maple 4.62% Red Maples are popular for their brilliant red, orange, 
and yellow fall foliage. They face pests such as the Asian 
longhorned beetle and diseases like verticillium wilt and 
tar spot. 

Red Oak 4.41% Red Oaks are known for their strong wood and beautiful 
red fall leaves. They are susceptible to pests like the 
gypsy moth and diseases such as oak wilt and leaf spot. 
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Recent Development and Initiatives 
Downtown Seattle's urban environment is being enhanced through a range of strategies 
focusing on sustainability, connectivity, and urban livability. 

Viaduct Removal 
One major waterfront improvement effort was the removal of the Alaskan Way Viaduct, an 
elevated highway constructed in the mid-20th century to address growing traffic demands. While 
it provided critical transportation infrastructure, the viaduct also created physical and visual 
barriers between the Downtown area and the waterfront. Its removal, completed in 2019, aimed 
to improve seismic safety and reconnect the city with its waterfront. This project has opened 
new opportunities for urban redevelopment, green spaces, and public access to the waterfront, 
reshaping the historic relationship between Downtown and its water resources.  

 
Figure 11 Removal of the Viaduct (Puget Sound Business Journal / WSDOT) 

Sustainable Buildings 
To promote environmental sustainability, Seattle has implemented a range of policies to 
encourage more efficient buildings, including expedited permit reviews, additional development 
capacity, and incentives for achieving advanced energy and water standards. These policies 
have led to the incorporation of green building practices in new developments throughout 
Downtown. The Sustainable Building Policy sets more stringent standards for City capital 
projects, with the intent of “leading by example”. A notable example is the Seattle Municipal 
Tower, which has been retrofitted for improved energy efficiency, water conservation, and waste 
reduction. The privately developed Second & Seneca Building, with its green roofs and energy-
efficient systems, also exemplifies the city's commitment to sustainability in urban development. 

I-5 Lid Project 
In addition to its green building efforts, Seattle has been seeking innovative ways to improve the 
physical environment of Downtown. One such major project is the proposed I-5 lid, which aims 
to cover portions of the I-5 freeway with a lid park. This project aims to reconnect 
neighborhoods divided by the freeway and provide new green spaces and sidewalks. By 
enhancing urban connectivity, providing recreational areas, mitigating noise pollution, and 
improving air quality, the I-5 lid project integrates infrastructure with community needs and 
environmental sustainability.  
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Waterfront development 
Another critical component of Downtown’s urban environmental improvement is waterfront 
redevelopment. The redevelopment of Seattle's waterfront has opened up new opportunities for 
public access and engagement with the waterfront. Projects like Waterfront Seattle are 
transforming the central waterfront with parks, paths, and public spaces to enhance accessibility 
for residents and visitors. Currently, many buildings along Alaskan Way still have their “backs” 
to the waterfront, limiting their interaction with this valuable urban landscape. Future 
redevelopment could reimagine these spaces by redesigning the buildings to face the water, 
thereby creating a more attractive and integrated urban waterfront.  

Regulations on Future Development 
Restrictions on Planting in View Corridors  
With the removal of the Viaduct new views of Elliott Bay are accessible and should be 
considered in our future policies. Seattle has established regulations to preserve iconic views of 
Elliott Bay, the Olympic Mountains, and other significant features by restricting certain 
developments within designated view corridors.9 These policies, originating from the 1995 
Downtown Plan and reinforced in subsequent subarea plans, ensure that public view corridors 
remain unobstructed. Specifically, the vacation of streets that provide these views is heavily 
regulated to maintain light, air, open space, and visual access to the harbor. 

 

Design Review in both Downtown and Belltown  
Design review panels regulate new buildings in Downtown and Belltown by adhering to 
established guidelines, specifically assessing their contribution to public enjoyment and 
compatibility with existing structures based on scale, materials, and design.10 In Downtown, the 
guidelines focus on enhancing pedestrian experiences, preserving historic character, and 
encouraging mixed-use development. In Belltown, the guidelines emphasize preserving 
neighborhood character by respecting context and historical elements, promoting vibrant street-
level activities, maintaining human scale, and encouraging innovative design with high-quality 
materials. 
 

Water  

Historic Relationship to Water 

Swamps (natural floodplain) 
Historically, Downtown was characterized by swamps and natural floodplains.  

 
9 Seattle City Council Resolutions, Resolution 30297, https://clerk.seattle.gov/search/resolutions/30297  
10 Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections, Design Review Guidelines, 
https://www.seattle.gov/sdci/about-us/who-we-are/design-review/design-guidelines 12 Ethan Bancroft, “In celebration 
of Earth Month, learn how Waterfront Seattle is helping to keep residents, Elliott Bay, and its marine neighbors 
healthy” SDOT Blog, April 2024 
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Fishing access (boat access) Treaty of Point Elliott 
The Puget Sound Coast Salish people, including the Duwamish and Suquamish tribes, have 
lived in the Downtown Seattle area for thousands of years. The waterfront was a fishing village, 
a center for trade, and a place through which many different tribal communities traveled. The 
signing of the Treaty of Point Elliott in 1855 was a significant event, as it guaranteed these tribes 
the continued rights to fish, hunt, and gather in their traditional territories. These rights remain 
recognized today, and ongoing efforts aim to protect and restore fishing habitats in honor of 
these historical agreements.11  

 

Watersheds 
Downtown is primarily part of the Puget Sound watershed, with influences from the Lake 
Washington watershed. Puget Sound helps moderate the local climate, providing cooling in 
summer and warmth in winter. It supports diverse marine and terrestrial species, enhancing 
ecological health and offering habitats for wildlife and recreation activities. The watershed also 
maintains water quality and volumeby acting as a natural filter. 

 
12 Ethan Bancroft, “In celebration of Earth Month, learn how Waterfront Seattle is helping to keep residents, Elliott 
Bay, and its marine neighbors healthy” SDOT Blog, April 2024 

Figure 12 Historic Downtown Waterline (The Burke Museum, Waterlines Project) 
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Figure 13 Seattle Watersheds 

Water-based Habitats 

Bay / Estuary Coastal Zone - Intertidal Habitat 
The Downtown area features intertidal habitats in Seattle’s bay and estuary coastal zones, 
which are vital ecological areas with moderately protected marine embankments that connect to 
the open sea. Historically, the shoreline in Downtown was similar to other natural shorelines 
around Puget Sound, with bluff-backed beach, intertidal marshes, and mudflats. Today, 
however, much of the waterfront is dominated by piers and over-water structures, which have 
significantly impacted the natural habitat.  
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Figure 14 Marine Habitats 

Marine Habitat Improvement efforts 
The City of Seattle is actively working to improve the marine habitats along the waterfront. One 
of the key initiatives related to this effort is the Elliott Bay Seawall Project. 12The project focuses 
on constructing a new earthquake-resistant system that supports the street and right-of-way, 
provides access to the waterfront piers, improves marine habitat, and supports upland uses.13 
The original seawall, built between 1915 and 1934, provided shoreline protection but was 
vulnerable to earthquakes and significantly altered the natural habitat. In addition to ensuring 
sustainable shoreline protection, the Elliott Bay Seawall Project focuses on restoring a salmon 
migration corridor and improving ecosystem productivity, providing an opportunity for habitat 
restoration along Seattle’s urbanized Downtown waterfront. 

 
12 Ethan Bancroft, “In celebration of Earth Month, learn how Waterfront Seattle is helping to keep residents, Elliott 
Bay, and its marine neighbors healthy” SDOT Blog, April 2024 
13 Mortenson-Manson, “How do you revitalize Seattle's waterfront and protect the Puget Sound at the same time?” 
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Water Quality 
Several challenges and factors affect the current water quality in Elliott Bay. The area, which 
has an active waterfront and slopes away from the water, faces pollution from several primary 
sources, including vessels in the water and runoff from the land. These pollutants are harmful to 
marine habitats. 

Pollution Impact 
The presence of pollutants from various sources, such as barges, poses significant 
environmental risks.14 These contaminants often result in oil encasing docks, which can persist 
on rocks and wash off during low tides, causing long-term damage. Such pollution incidents 
have severe consequences, notably affecting fish runs. Coho salmon, for instance, suffer high 
mortality rates due to polluted runoff entering streams during rainfall, which introduces toxins 
into their habitats and disrupts their life cycles. 

Industrial and Developmental Impact 
The development of Pier 91 and Elliott Bay Marina has led to considerable environmental 
degradation. The expansion of commercial fishing and recreational boating has exacerbated 
these issues. Moreover, compared to other areas in Seattle, Downtown faces unique challenges 
due to its higher density of impervious surfaces and increased urban activities, such as vehicle 
traffic and events along the waterfront, have further deteriorated water quality. These 
developments have also had a direct impact on the health and livelihoods of tribal fishers, who 
rely on these waters for their sustenance  

CSOs Impact 
Another major challenge in maintaining water quality in Downtown is the risk of combined sewer 
overflows (CSOs) and the overall capacity of the wastewater system. Over 80% of Downtown’s 
infrastructure uses combined sewers that collect both stormwater and wastewater.15 During 
heavy rainfall, these systems can become overwhelmed, discharging untreated sewage into 
Elliott Bay and other water bodies. Areas like Alaskan Way and Vine St have been identified as 
exceeding CSO performance standards of no more than one overflow per outfall per year over a 
twenty-year moving average. Additionally, the high wastewater system capacity risks are 
concentrated around south Downtown and the CID area, posing significant threats to water 
quality. Downtown has three CSO locations that discharge into Elliott Bay near Myrtle Edwards 
Park, the Clipper Seattle Ferry Terminal, and Pier 48. 

 
14 Tahoma Peak, “Envisioning an Indigenous Downtown Seattle”, pg.19 
15Seattle Public Utilities, “The Power of Water” 
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/2be3ad7299c44445b4bbb213a039bf8b  
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Figure 15 Flooding Risk and Combined Sewer Overflow Districts 
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Figure 16 CSO Risk Areas and Wastewater System Capacity 

Stormwater  

Green Streets 

The Green Streets program focuses on creating streets that prioritize pedestrian and open 
space functions while also managing stormwater. There are 21 adopted Green Streets in 
Downtown Seattle, integrating elements such as rain gardens, permeable pavements, and 
bioswales. These features help manage stormwater and create inviting, attractive, and safer 
streetscapes for pedestrians, bicyclists, and transit users. With the exceptions of Harbor Steps, 
a portion of Bay Street between Western Avenue and Elliot Avenue, and portions of Occidental 
Avenue South, all Green Streets allow motorized vehicular traffic. Green Streets serve as 
pedestrian gathering places and corridors connecting activity areas, often designed to slow 
vehicular speeds, making it reasonable for pedestrians and vehicles to share the space.   

Example: Bell Street Park  

The Bell Street Park is the City of Seattle’s first shared street project, establishing a new 
typology for streets as parks and open spaces. The project aimed to reclaim street space for 
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flexible use, elevating the street to a level, continuous surface that supports both mobility and 
community life. By integrating recreational and ecological features, such as permeable 
pavements, vegetated swales, and rain gardens, Bell Street Park demonstrates how urban 
spaces can be transformed to support environmental sustainability while providing recreational 
and aesthetic benefits to the community. It is important to consider that the lack of adjacent 
active uses create management challenges for this space. The success of Bell Street Park 
highlights the potential for similar initiatives to create more sustainable and enjoyable urban 
environments in other parts of Downtown Seattle. 

Air 

Air Quality 

The Puget Sound Clean Air Agency monitors air quality in the Seattle area, sets standards, and 
regulates development to achieve regional air quality goals. They provide data from several air 
quality monitors in the Downtown Urban Center, including one at 10th and Weller Street in the 
CID.16 Downtown Seattle has high asthma rates, especially in Pioneer Square and the CID, 
where nearly 10% of adults are diagnosed with asthma.17 

Diesel Exhaust 

I-5 runs along the eastern edge of Downtown and through the Chinatown International District 
(CID), negatively impacting air quality in this urban area due to diesel exhaust from vehicles.. 
This exhaust contains tiny, highly toxic particles, which account for 78% of the potential cancer 
risk from all air toxins in the Puget Sound region.18 Additionally, it is linked to respiratory and 
cardiovascular issues such as asthma, heart attacks, and strokes. 

Wildfire Smoke 

In addition to local air pollution, the Seattle region faces annual wildfire smoke days, which have 
become more frequent since 2015. Warmer and drier weather caused wildfire smoke to extend 
into October for the first time in 2022. The wildfire season typically lasts from August to October. 
Smoke from sources such as fireplaces, wood stoves, land-clearing burn piles, and wildfires 
contains fine particulate pollution. These tiny, microscopic particles can easily enter the 
bloodstream and cause breathing and heart problems. The health effects of even short-term 
exposure are serious, especially for children, the elderly, and people with compromised immune 
systems. 

 
 

 
16 Puget Sound Clean Air Council, Sensor Map, https://www.pscleanair.gov/160/Basics  
17 City of Seattle, Climate Vulnerability Tool 
18 Puget Sound Clean Air Council, Air Pollution and Your Health, Diesel Exhaust 
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Changing Climate 

Seattle and the Puget Sound region are already experiencing the effects of climate change, 
including warmer temperatures, more frequent extreme heat events, prolonged wildfire smoke 
episodes, extreme precipitation, and sea level rise. These impacts are expected to worsen 
under various future climate scenarios, depending on successes in reducing greenhouse gas 
emissions and improving adaptation strategies for city systems and communities. 

The impacts of climate change will have wide-ranging effects on Seattle. These include 
disruptions to the local economy, worsening public health disparities, increased stress on 
infrastructure, and changes to community well-being and local ecosystems. The burden of these 
impacts will not be evenly distributed. Neighborhoods with fewer community services—such as 
grocery stores, parks, libraries, and transit options—are often the same areas that were 
historically redlined and have higher populations of residents of color, non-English speaking 
residents, and older adults. These neighborhoods will be more vulnerable to climate-related 
extreme events. In addition, aging infrastructure systems are more vulnerable to climate-related 
hazards, as they are less able to mitigate climate-related hazards or cope with extreme events. 
Many systems are inherently connected so impacts to one system will often create cascading 
impacts to other systems, services, and assets. 

Climate Vulnerability Assessment 
In 2023, the City of Seattle developed a Climate Vulnerability Assessment (CVA) to support the 
One Seattle Comprehensive Plan.19 This report and tool analyzed vulnerability across five focus 
areas aligned with City departments' operations and planning processes: Economy, Public 
Health, Community Amenities and Wellbeing, Infrastructure, and Natural Systems. The CVA 
considers both physical and socioeconomic vulnerabilities to climate change within each focus 
area. 
 
The climate vulnerability assessment tool provides spatial analysis of relative vulnerability at the 
census-tract level. Although these boundaries do not perfectly align with Downtown, they offer a 
framework for understanding the vulnerability of the larger Downtown area. The data boundaries 
used for the climate vulnerability analysis tool are shown below. These five focus areas are 
grouped into two larger categories: social and economic vulnerability, and physical vulnerability. 
Additionally, the tool combines natural systems and infrastructure into one category, as these 
two focus areas are interrelated. 

Economy 
Economic vulnerability refers to the impact of climate change on the local economy, including 
businesses, workers, and other economic factors. Downtown faces economic vulnerability to 
climate change due to a high number of climate-exposed employees, such as outdoor laborers. 
Downtown also faces a high number of small businesses which suffer from increased risk of 
flooding due to proximity to the waterfront. 

 
19 City of Seattle, Climate Vulnerability Assessment, (June 2023) 
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Community Amenities and Wellbeing 
The vulnerability of community amenities and well-being is caused by climate change's impact 
on essential community assets and services, such as food access, parks, and critical facilities 
that contribute to residents' well-being. In comparison to other Seattle neighborhoods, 
Downtown faces high vulnerability of community amenities and well-being. While Downtown 
hosts a relatively low number of critical facilities, these facilities are at a high risk of flooding. 
Moreover, Downtown suffers from heat dome effects exacerbated by low impervious surface 
and low tree canopy coverage. 

Public Health 
Public health vulnerability refers to how climate change exacerbates existing health risks and 
introduces new health challenges for residents. Vulnerable populations including unhoused 
residents, residents of shelters, low-income housing, and senior housing, tend to concentrate in 
or near Downtown. Comparatively to other neighborhoods, Downtown faces higher health 
vulnerability to climate change due to low tree canopy coverage and high asthma rates.  

Infrastructure and Natural Systems 
Natural systems vulnerability refers to the impacts of climate change on local environments, 
including urban and regional watersheds, urban forests, open spaces, and aquatic habitats. 
Downtown, situated on the coast, faces threats from sea-level rise and an increased risk of 
flooding. Infrastructure vulnerability concerns the effects of climate change on Seattle's energy, 
transportation, and water systems. The terrain rises steeply from the waterfront to meet I-5, 
which runs along the eastern boundary. 

Climate Change Impacts and Hazards 
The following sections provide an overview of climate change impacts and climate-related 
hazards facing Downtown Seattle grouped into categories of land, water, and air.  

Land 

Earthquake 

The Puget Sound area has experienced numerous earthquakes, which can be categorized as 
either shallow or deep quakes. Downtown Seattle is particularly vulnerable to earthquakes due 
to its proximity to the Seattle Fault and the significant infill and regrading work completed in the 
early 1900s. Much of the infilled area is now classified as an environmentally critical area, either 
a liquefaction zone or a peat settlement zone, meaning these areas are likely to move during an 
earthquake. These zones have additional building development standards for new 
constructions. However, they also encompass historic districts with many unreinforced masonry 
buildings that are highly susceptible to severe structural damage during earthquakes. 

The most significant seismic threat to Downtown comes from the Seattle Fault, which runs east-
west through the city. The last earthquake on this fault occurred 1,100 years ago. Its recurrence 
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interval is estimated to be between 200 and 15,000 years. The potential magnitude of an 
earthquake on the Seattle Fault is projected to be around 7.0, according to the Seattle Office of 
Emergency Management.20 

 
Figure 17 Earthquake Vulnerable Areas 

  

 
20 Office of Emergency Management, Earthquakes 
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Water 

Sea Level Rise  
One of Downtown Seattle’s most significant climate threats is rising sea levels along its 
waterfront. By 2050, sea levels are projected to rise between 1.1 and 1.5 feet, and by 2100, 
they could increase by 3.1 to 5.1 feet. As sea levels rise, high tide flooding will threaten critical 
facilities within the 100-year floodplain. This risk is heightened by the proximity of essential 
infrastructure to the waterfront, including Alaskan Way, Colman Dock, and the Port of Seattle. 
The Port’s infrastructure also faces job and economic vulnerabilities due to these rising sea 
levels. The reconstruction of the Elliott Bay Seawall completed in 2017 uses the highest 
predicted sea level rise from a University of Washington Climate Impacts Group study. 
 

 
Figure 18 Sea Level Rise Impacts 
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Urban Flooding 
Downtown Seattle's steep slopes and high percentage of impervious surfaces create a 
significant risk of urban flooding. Nationally, floods are the most costly and destructive 
disasters.21 This flooding often leads to localized pooling, especially at low points along Alaskan 
Way and in the Pioneer Square neighborhood, making pedestrian navigation difficult. Areas of I-
5 that are low-lying near steep slopes have also seen urban flooding, which poses a threat to 
evacuation routes and connectivity.  

Tsunami 

Due to its waterfront location, Downtown Seattle is vulnerable to tsunami inundation. Tsunami 
damage results from the force of flowing water on structures, flooding from wave run-up, and 
debris carried by the water. Tsunamis can also create dangerous currents that disrupt maritime 
trade and are difficult for vessels to navigate. Additionally, existing coastal ecosystems in Elliot 
Bay could be damaged. 

The most damaging tsunami would likely result from an earthquake on the Seattle Fault or other 
nearby faults. Evidence suggests that a Seattle Fault earthquake around 900 AD produced a 
16-foot tsunami. The National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration (NOAA) modeled this 
event, showing flooding up to one mile inland with depths reaching up to 5 meters. The tsunami 
would strike immediately after the shaking stopped, potentially destroying shoreline buildings 
and flooding low-lying areas. Modern structures would likely fare better than older ones. 

 

 
21 Office of Emergency Management, Flood Hazards 
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Figure 19 Tsunami Hazard Area 

Air 

Rising Temperatures 
Over the past century, Washington State has experienced a 2.0°F increase in average 
temperatures (Frankson et al. 2022). In Seattle specifically, the average summer temperature 
(June - August) has risen by about 1.5°F from 1950 to 2020. This rise in temperature has 
resulted in more hot days, leading to an increase in heat-related illnesses and deaths. The 
waters of Puget Sound are becoming warmer and more acidic, affecting the entire marine food 
chain from phytoplankton to salmon to orcas. As temperatures continue to climb, certain areas 
in Downtown Seattle are expected to face worsening heat conditions. Furthermore, earlier snow 
melts due to rising temperatures increase water and flood risks, posing significant challenges for 
water management services. 

Excessive Heat 
Heat distribution in Seattle varies significantly across the city due to factors such as 
industrialization, impervious surface coverage, and tree canopy density, which amplify the urban 
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heat island effect in certain areas. The waterfront enjoys some cooling effects from the water, 
but other parts of Downtown, particularly the commercial core and Chinatown International 
District, experience some of the highest temperatures in Seattle. This is mainly due to extensive 
impervious surfaces and limited tree canopy coverage in these areas. 
 
Downtown Seattle is heavily urbanized, with impervious surfaces (roads, buildings, and 
hardscape) covering over 93% of the urban center, totaling approximately 889 acres. These 
surfaces absorb and hold heat during the day, leading to higher local temperatures in their 
vicinity. Moreover, the impervious surfaces themselves can become very hot, posing a danger, 
especially to children and animals. 

 
Areas with multiple surface-level parking lots lacking tree canopies, such as parts of the 
Chinatown International District and Denny Triangle, contribute to uncomfortable heat conditions 
for pedestrians due to the lack of shade and the heat-absorbing properties of asphalt. 

 
Figure 20 Impervious Surfaces 
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Cooling mitigation  
Several strategies can combat localized heat conditions, including increasing vegetation and 
tree canopy, adding water features like splash pads and fountains, and installing white roofs or 
green roofs on buildings. On hot days, cooling centers and air-conditioned public buildings are 
essential. Both Downtown public library branches—the Central Branch and the Chinatown 
International District Branch—have air conditioning and can serve as cool spaces. Additionally, 
there are fountains at Westlake Park and City Hall Plaza, as well as beach access at Pocket 
Beach in Myrtle Edwards Park. 

 
 

 

Greenhouse Gases  

Downtown's GHG Emissions Inventory 
The City of Seattle tracks Greenhouse Gas (GHG)  Emissions across the buildings, 
transportation, industrial, and waste sectors to help the City develop effective programs and 
policies designed to reduce climate impacts. The GHG inventory tracks “core emissions” which 
correspond to emission sources that the city can most directly and significantly impact. Most of 
the City’s climate policies and programs are aimed at reducing “core emissions”. However, the 
GHG Emissions inventory also tracks “expanded emissions” which include core emissions and 
emissions from specific sectors. Some of these sectors provide detailed enough information to 
be measured at the census block level. While this does not exactly match the boundary of the 
Downtown Urban Center, it can still be used to understand trends in the surrounding area.22 

 
Seattle monitors neighborhood-level emissions on the One Seattle Climate Portal. Depending 
on the emissions sector, the data covers the years 2020-2023. Some data from the earlier years 
may reflect the unusual commuting and living patterns experienced during the COVID-19 
pandemic. The COVID-19 pandemic shifted everyday lives due to stay-at-home orders and 
subsequent business closures in March 2020.   

Building Emissions 
The largest sector of building energy consumption in Downtown Seattle is commercial, rather 
than residential or industrial. Over the past decade, Downtown has seen significant new 
construction that meets higher energy codes and primarily uses electrical energy, resulting in 
higher commercial electrical energy consumption compared to other areas of Seattle. However, 
historic neighborhoods like Pioneer Square and the International District have older, less 
energy-efficient buildings that rely more on gas and fuel energy. The CenTrio District Energy 
powers over 150 Downtown buildings with natural gas that contributes to these emissions. 

 
22 One Seattle Climate Portal, https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/d109ec235c8a44b08675452e64b5e4fe/  
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Transportation Emissions 
Downtown Seattle is the region’s major employment hub, attracting many commuters who drive, 
take ferries, use public transit, walk, or bike to work. The emissions from these various 
transportation methods differ significantly. The COVID-19 pandemic and the rise of remote work 
has altered regular commuting patterns. Telework has become more common for many 
Downtown jobs, reducing some transportation emissions in comparison to pre-2020 levels. 
Despite this, public transportation ridership, an energy efficient way to travel Downtown, has not 
returned to its pre-2020 levels. 

Waste 
Organics (food and yard waste and compostable food service ware) in the garbage are the 
biggest contributor to GHG emissions from landfills. In Seattle, organic waste is municipally 
collected for composting and is prohibited from disposal in the garbage. However, waste 
consumption studies show that these materials, especially food waste, are still being disposed 
of in the garbage/landfill stream. More than 30% of garbage is food waste that could be 
composted and avoid methane emissions that contribute to climate change.  

Community Amenities and Wellbeing 

In the Seattle Climate Vulnerability Assessment, “community amenities and wellbeing” refer to 
the social, economic, environmental, cultural, and political conditions identified by residents that 
"allow their communities and neighborhoods to flourish and fulfill their potential."23 Proximity and 
access to amenities are linked to positive health outcomes, including improved physical and 
mental health and resilience to climate change threats and impacts. This section summarizes 
the amenities, programs, management structures, and accessibility of parks and open spaces in 
Downtown Seattle. 

Downtown Open Space Typologies 
In Downtown Seattle, public amenities come in various sizes from a small plaza to a large 
waterfront park. These spaces are managed through different ownership and stewardship 
models, such as the Parks and Recreation partnership with the Downtown Seattle Association. 
Many public spaces are privately owned but publicly accessible, such as the numerous entry 
plazas surrounding office buildings. The waterfront has undergone significant investment, 
adding new amenities and becoming more accessible with the removal of the viaduct. 
Additionally, there are several historic squares with important cultural value to the city, such as 
Pioneer Square and Occidental Square. As development continues in Downtown, there are 
opportunities to expand open spaces and add more recreational amenities for public use. This 
section provides an overview of the diverse spaces and amenities that make up the public realm 
in this urban center and their connections to the surrounding neighborhoods. 
 

 
23 City of Seattle, Climate Vulnerability Assessment, June 2023, pg 33 
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Using the 2024 Parks and Open Space Plan, this report organizes Downtown’s parks and open 
spaces into the following categories: Boulevards, Green Streets, and Greenways, Plazas 
(referred to as “Downtown Parks” in the 2024 Seattle Parks and Open Space Plan), Mini Parks 
and Pocket Parks, Neighborhood Parks, Special-Use Parks and Specialty Gardens, Community 
Gardens, and includes additional underused or private-public space categories: Private Plazas 
and Street Vacations described in more detail below:24 
 

Plazas / Downtown Parks 
Downtown Parks in Seattle are usually smaller, well-developed areas situated in the heart of the 
city. Parks like Pioneer Square and Occidental Square hold historical importance. This park type 
offers a respite from city traffic and often features more paved and hardscape areas. Many of 
these parks are also stewarded with partner organizations such as the Downtown Seattle 
Association, which organizes activities and events in several parks. According to the 2024 Parks 
and Open Space Plan, these parks generally range from 0.1 to 5 acres in size. 

Mini Parks and Pocket Parks  
Mini Parks are small parks, usually less than 0.25 acres, that offer open space in densely 
populated areas. In Downtown areas, these pocket parks may have some vegetation and tree 
plantings and places to sit.  

Neighborhood Parks 
Neighborhood parks can occupy nearly an entire city block and serve nearby residents. These 
parks typically feature recreational amenities such as play areas, gathering spots, viewpoints, 
and picnic areas. In Downtown Seattle, this includes Freeway Park. These parks generally 
range in size from 0.25 to 9 acres. 

Special-Use Parks and Specialty Gardens/ Waterfront Parks 
Special use parks and specialty gardens are standalone parks designed for a specific use. 
These parks may serve larger cultural institutions, such as the Olympic Sculpture Park and Pier 
62. 

Boulevards, Green Streets, Greenways 
Boulevards, Green Streets and Greenways are the expansion of a dedicated street which often 
continues to serve as a right-of-way as well as providing a recreation benefit. This type of park 
can be publicly or privately owned. The new Alaskan Way is an example of a green street 
Downtown. 

Community Gardens 
Many community gardens are managed through the Seattle P-Patch program or by community 
stewards, as in the case of Danny Woo Community Gardens. All community gardens Downtown 
are open to the public to enjoy and are utilized as communal spaces. There are 3 locations in 

 
24 Seattle Parks and Recreation, 2024 Parks and Open Space Plan  
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Downtown Seattle, of which 2 are a part of the P-Patch program: Belltown Cottage Park and 
Goat Hill Park.  

Private Plaza 
Private plazas can include public art, green areas, or seating elements. They're commonly 
linked to ground-floor retail or building lobbies. While managed independently by the associated 
building's ownership, these plazas have the capacity to host cultural events, markets, and pop-
up food trucks. 

Street Vacations 
Privately managed streets, or streets where the public has “vacated” the right-of-way, are only 
established when it is determined to be in the public's best interest. These vacations typically 
occur in connection with a development proposal for the surrounding area. In Downtown, these 
street vacations can be seen in the Denny Triangle, near the Amazon headquarters.25  
 

Public Realm Amenities  

Access to parks and open spaces can be evaluated in two ways: physical access and social 
access. 

Physical access refers to how easily community members can reach and visit a park. In this 
respect, Downtown is well served, with most areas being within a 10-minute walk of a park or 
open space. However, the ease and quality of the 10-minute walk to these parks and open 
spaces can vary significantly due to factors such as topography, sidewalk conditions, and 
infrastructural barriers 

Social access considers the quality of the experience, the suitability of amenities for the local 
community, the stewardship of the space, and public perception. These factors are discussed in 
detail in the public realm amenities section above. When evaluating the accessibility of open 
spaces, it's crucial to consider the accessibility and location of specific amenities, especially 
recreational ones. 

Assessment of Open Space 
 

 
25 Seattle Department of Transportation, “Street Vacation FAQ” 
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Figure 21 5 minute walksheds to Downtown open space and recreational amenities 

Most of Downtown Seattle is within a 5-minute walk of a park or open space, except for parts of 
Chinatown and the Stadium District at the southern end of the Downtown urban center 
boundary. This is excellent for accessibility in a dense urban environment and meets the needs 
of workers and visitors. However, many of these parks and open spaces lack the amenities that 
residents, especially those with young children, need. 

 
Residents may desire more recreational amenities near their homes, such as playgrounds, 
courts, and fields. Therefore, accessibility for residents might be better measured by a 5-minute 
walk to these recreational amenities. In this regard, there are significant gaps in almost all 
neighborhoods, particularly within the commercial core and Belltown. 
 

Existing Park Amenities  

Park features and amenities provided by parks owned and operated by the City of Seattle  in 
Downtown Seattle include: 
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● 4 playgrounds 
● 1 sports facility 
● 4 community gardens 
● 5 parks with water features 
● 9 parks with water access 
● 4 parks with trails 
● 3 parks with public restrooms 
● 3 dog parks 

Public spaces in Downtown Seattle are primarily designed to support an office and retail 
environment. Notably, half of these open spaces are plazas, and ~40% are privately owned. 
While these plazas provide seating, shade, and a break from the urban hustle, they may not 
meet all the recreational needs of Downtown residents. They are often temporarily programmed 
with pop-up events, games, and food trucks but lack permanent play or recreational 
infrastructure. 

Several open spaces are located near transit stations, serving as key entry points for tourists 
and visitors. Union Station, King Street Station, and Westlake Park are important gateways into 
Downtown Seattle. These parks offer tables, chairs, and seating areas, which are helpful for 
visitors as they orient themselves after arriving by transit. 

There is a significant shortage of youth-oriented parks and open spaces with playgrounds and 
recreational facilities such as basketball and tennis courts. Downtown Seattle has no public 
fields and just one Pickleball court In other neighborhoods, public school yards often provide 
these recreational amenities, but there are no public schools within the Downtown Urban Center 
boundary. However, just north of this boundary in First Hill, Yesler Terrace and Bailey Gatzert 
Elementary School both have multipurpose fields and courts. Downtown’s only community 
center is located in the Chinatown-International District, but a planned South Lake Union 
Community Center may serve northern Downtown. 

Downtown Seattle does have many water-oriented amenities along the recreational piers and 
waterfront. Additionally, several fountains are located at Westlake Park, City Hall Plaza, Union 
Station, and the Harbor Steps. However, some of these fountains are currently out of service 
due to maintenance and public health issues. 

Ownership and Stewardship  

Downtown public spaces are managed by a diverse array of owners and stewards who organize 
events, maintain the areas, and provide funding. This collaborative network is essential for 
keeping Downtown spaces well-maintained and fully utilized, ensuring they remain busy and 
vibrant. However, this arrangement also creates a complex system of agreements, regulations, 
and public understanding regarding how these spaces are operated. 

Downtown has several types of ownership and stewardship models, including: publicly owned 
parks run by public entities, publicly owned parks with organized "Friends of" groups, publicly 
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owned parks managed by private or non-profit stewards. Privately owned publicly accessible 
spaces may be managed by private stewards. A combination of several combinations of these 
models. Within public ownership, entities like Seattle Parks and Recreation, Seattle Housing 
Authority, The Port of Seattle, King County Government, Seattle Department of Transportation, 
Washington State Department of Transportation, and the Federal Government all own open 
spaces in Downtown.   

 
Figure 22 Ownership and stewardship of Downtown open spaces 

Publicly Owned Spaces  

. Many of the subarea’s publicly owned spaces, classified as Downtown Parks or Squares, or 
Waterfront Parks, are larger than typical plazas (over 0.25 acres), situated at key intersections 
or changes in the city grid, and have the capacity for larger events and programming. 

Several organizations help manage and program publicly owned spaces in Downtown, each 
with different agreements with the respective public owners. Two of the largest non-profit 
entities are the Downtown Seattle Association (DSA) and the Friends of Waterfront Park. 
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● Downtown Seattle Association (DSA): The DSA provides event programming, public 
art, maintenance, and Downtown safety ambassadors for Bell Street Park, Westlake 
Park, McGraw Square, Pioneer Square, and Occidental Square. As a Metropolitan 
Improvement District, DSA funds these programs through membership rates. 

● Friends of Waterfront Park: This organization manages the Waterfront Park network, 
which includes Pier 62 and 63, as well as Alaskan Way, and is expanding its 
management alongside the construction of Pier 28, the Overlook Walk, and Habitat 
Beach. In partnership with Seattle Center, Friends of Waterfront Park handles 
fundraising and event programming, while Seattle Center provides maintenance and 
public safety along the waterfront promenade. 

● Freeway Park Association: This community based non-profit organization works with 
the Seattle Parks Department to manage advocacy, funding, and programming initiatives 
for the Freeway Park along the eastern edge of Downtown. They focus on arts, 
educational, and wellness programming in the park and conduct engagement within the 
community.  

Post-COVID, the role of non-profit management in publicly owned spaces has expanded. For 
example, the DSA increased its management from three parks to five in 2023 under an 
expanded agreement with the City of Seattle. This growth is partly due to the ability of these 
organizations to raise private funding and build internal capacity, addressing the significant 
needs of Downtown. 

Privately Owned Spaces  

There are many privately-owned publicly accessible spaces in Downtown Seattle, including 
plazas, specialty gardens, parks, and activated streets granted to private entities through street 
vacations. The most common type of privately-owned publicly accessible space Downtown is 
the plaza. These are typically ground floor, hardscaped areas adjacent to the lobbies of tall 
office or residential buildings, usually under 0.25 acres in size. They are often temporarily 
programmed with food trucks and pop-up events that cater to the building's clientele. 

 Privately-owned publicly accessible spaces are often created as public benefits in exchange for 
certain development advantages and of these privately-owned spaces are part of Seattle’s 
Privately Owned Public Space (POPS) program, which is regulated by the Seattle Land Use 
Code. Spaces that participate in the POPS program will include Official Seattle POPS logo at 
the entry to the space. Access hours and permitted activities can vary for different POPS. 

Downtown Seattle also has specialty gardens and attractions created by private owners for 
public use. For example, the Waterfall Garden, created in 1978 at the original UPS building in 
Pioneer Square, and Amazon’s headquarters in the Denny Triangle, which features several 
blocks of interconnected green space. Amazon, which owns the largest number of privately 
owned public spaces in the city (13.9%), programs these spaces with pop-up retailers and 
events to attract visitors. 
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Street vacations and alleys allow property owners to petition the Seattle City Council to acquire 
adjacent public right-of-way, thus converting it to private property. This process is only 
applicable when there is an adjacent development project planned. Several private owners in 
the Denny Triangle, including Amazon, have taken advantage of street vacations, resulting in 
well-maintained streets and trees due to private funding. 

Inventory of Open Spaces 
Abbreviations:  

● GSP = Green Seattle Partnership 
● FoW = Friends of Waterfront Park 
● SHA = Seattle Housing Authority 
● SCIDpda = Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation and Development 

Authority 
Park is stewarded by the public or private owner, unless otherwise listed. The 1224 South King 
Street park site in the CID, currently under development, is not included in this inventory, but is 
scheduled to be completed within the next two years. 
 

Name of Park Park Type Size 
(Acres) 

Owner Steward Amenities 

YESLER TERRACE 
HILLCLIMB* 

Mini Park 1.11 SHA SHA Greenspace, Agriculture 

CHINATOWN/ID BUSINESS 
IMPROVEMENT AREA 

Mini Park 0.01 SDOT - Greenspace 

OLYMPIC SCULPTURE 
PARK 

Specialty Garden 37.30 NPO Seattle Art 
Museum 

Waterfront, Greenspace, 
Trail 

BELL STREET PIER AT 
PIER 66 

Waterfront Park 0.90 PORT - Waterfront 

FORTSON SQUARE* Pocket Park 0.01 SDOT - - 

WATERFALL PARK* Mini Park 0.14 PRIVATE Anne E. 
Casey 
Foundation 

- 

WASHINGTON STREET 
END 

Waterfront Park 0.06 SDOT - Waterfront 

URBAN TRIANGLE PARK* Neighborhood Park 0.21 SPR - Greenspace, Playground 

ALASKAN WAY 
BOULEVARD 

Waterfront Park 37.30 SPR FoW Waterfront, Greenspace, 
Trail 

BEACON PLACE* Greenway 0.25 SPR GSP - 

BELL STREET PARK 
BOULEVARD 

Boulevard 1.41 SPR DSA - 

BELLTOWN COTTAGE 
PARK/P-PATCH 

Community Garden 0.33 SPR Local 
residents 

Greenspace,  Agriculture 

LITTLE SAIGON PARK 
(under construction) 

Neighborhood Park 0.27 SPR Friends of 
Little Saigon, 

Greenspace, Playground 
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SCIDpda 

CITY HALL PARK* Neighborhood Park 0.95 SPR - Greenspace 

DONNIE CHIN 
INTERNATIONAL 
CHILDREN'S PARK* 

Neighborhood Park 0.23 SPR Friends of 
International 
Children 
Park, 
SCIDpda 

Greenspace, Playground 

HING HAY PARK* Neighborhood Park 0.64 SPR Friends of 
Hing Hay 
Park, 
SCIDpda 

Restroom, Greenspace 

JIM ELLIS FREEWAY PARK Neighborhood Park 5.17 SPR Freeway Park 
Association 

Greenspace, Trail  

KOBE TERRACE* Neighborhood Park 2.20 SPR - Greenspace, Agriculture 

MYRTLE EDWARDS PARK Waterfront Park 37.30 SPR/SDOT GSP Waterfront, Greenspace, 
Playground, Nature, Trail 

OCCIDENTAL SQUARE* Plaza 1.63 SPR/SDOT DSA, Seattle 
Parks 
Foundation 

Sport 

PIERS 62 AND 63* Waterfront Park 1.75 SPR FoW/Seattle 
Center 

Greenspace 

PIONEER SQUARE* Plaza 0.32 SPR DSA - 

PREFONTAINE PLACE* Plaza 0.04 SPR - - 

REGRADE PARK Mini Park 0.30 SPR - Dog park 

TILIKUM PLACE Plaza 0.20 SDOT - Fountain 

UNION STATION SQUARE* Plaza 0.04 SPR - - 

VICTOR STEINBRUECK 
PARK 

Waterfront Park 0.80 SPR - Waterfront, Greenspace 

WATERFRONT PARK* Waterfront Park 1.82 SPR FoW/Seattle 
Center 

Waterfront, Greenspace 

WESTLAKE SQUARE Plaza 0.01 SPR DSA - 

200 CEDAR STREET Plaza 0.19 PRIVATE - - 

ENSO CONDOMINIUMS Plaza 0.08 PRIVATE - - 

WHOLE FOODS PLAZA* Plaza 0.16 PRIVATE - - 

COURTHOUSE PLAZA* Plaza 0.83 PRIVATE - Greenspace 

TAYLOR AT DENNY Pickleball Court 0.19 SDOT - - 

AMAZON NITRO Plaza 0.81 PRIVATE - Greenspace, Dog park 

AMAZON SUMMIT Plaza 0.68 PRIVATE - - 

AMAZON DAY 1 DOG PARK Neighborhood Park 0.64 PRIVATE - Greenspace, Dog park 

AMAZON DOPPLER Plaza 0.42 PRIVATE - Greenspace 
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2101 4TH AVE Plaza 0.24 PRIVATE - - 

720 OLIVE WAY Pocket Park 0.03 PRIVATE - - 

MCGRAW SQUARE Plaza 0.23 SPR/SDOT DSA - 

WESTLAKE PARK* Plaza 0.47 SPR/SDOT DSA - 

ARNE GILLAM COURTYARD Pocket Park 0.28 PRIVATE - - 

US APPEALS COURT Plaza 0.75 FED - Greenspace 

901 5TH AVE* Pocket Park 0.38 PRIVATE - Greenspace, Fountain 

BANK OF AMERICA 
BUILDING* 

Plaza 0.12 PRIVATE - - 

SEATTLE MUNICIPAL 
TOWER* 

Pocket Park 0.17 COS - - 

COLUMBIA TOWER* Pocket Park 0.36 PRIVATE - - 

CITY HALL PLAZA* Plaza 0.54 COS - Fountain, Restroom 

915 2ND AVE* Plaza 0.74 FED - - 

WELLS FARGO CENTER* Plaza 0.36 PRIVATE - - 

1111 THIRD AVE* Plaza 0.14 PRIVATE - - 

1201 THIRD AVE* Plaza 0.17 PRIVATE - - 

BENAROYA HALL* Plaza 0.44 COS - - 

SEATTLE ART MUSEUM* Plaza 0.22 NPO - - 

SEATTLE PASSPORT 
AGENCY* 

Plaza 0.06 PRIVATE - - 

METROPOLITAN PARK* Plaza 0.59 PRIVATE - Greenspace 

DANNY WOO GARDEN* Community Garden 2.20 MIXED InterIm CDA, 
Local 
residents 

Greenspace, Agriculture 

UNION STATION PLAZA* Plaza 1.49 MIXED - Fountain 

KING STREET STATION 
PLAZA* 

Plaza 0.27 SDOT - - 

HARBOR STEPS* Plaza 0.38 PRIVATE - Fountain 

PIER 70 Waterfront Park 0.53 PRIVATE - Waterfront 

VIEWPOINT ON PIER 67 Waterfront Park 0.06 DNR - Waterfront 

MARKETFRONT PUBLIC 
SPACE 

Plaza 0.51 DNR Pike Place 
Market 

Restroom 

 
*Denotes park that falls under the “highest priority” for future public space improvements 
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Access to Open Space 

Slope and Topography 
Seattle's Downtown area has a steep incline from the shoreline up to First Hill and Capitol Hill, 
with some east-west streets having slopes exceeding 12%. This steepness can be extremely 
challenging for people with physical disabilities or anyone using wheels, such as those using 
wheelchairs or strollers. According to the Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA), slopes should 
be less than 5% to be considered accessible without needing a handrail. This significant incline 
makes pedestrian travel through Downtown difficult, effectively separating the northern 
neighborhoods (Belltown and Denny Triangle) from the Waterfront and southern neighborhoods 
(Pioneer Square and the Chinatown International District). 

 
Although there are accessible pedestrian routes through buildings that use elevators and 
escalators, these pathways are often not clearly marked as public and may pass through private 
properties, which can pose a barrier to use.  
 

 
Figure 23 Downtown Seattle Accessibility 
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Access to the Waterfront 
Before the viaduct was removed, the waterfront and its parks were difficult for pedestrians to 
access. With the viaduct's removal and the new Alaskan Way design, accessibility has improved 
greatly. However, a steep slope of nearly 120 feet remains between Alaskan Way and 1st 
Avenue. To address this challenge, pedestrian bridges are being constructed at Lenora Street, 
Pike Place Market, Marion Street, and Columbia Street, and a new elevator is being installed at 
Union St as a part of the Waterfront revitalization project. Other pedestrian accessibility 
improvements such as additional crosswalks with push buttons and raised intersections are also 
planned for the Alaskan Way redesign.  

Access to the water is an important amenity within the Downtown open space network. For 
Native and Indigenous cultures, the ability to touch the water, launch boats, and fish holds high 
cultural and spiritual significance and is part of protected treaty rights. However, because much 
of the waterfront is built on piers, physical access to the water has been difficult. The ongoing 
waterfront revitalization efforts aim to improve this access. Tribes have moorage rights at Pier 
62, and the newly constructed habitat beach will feature a natural shoreline, allowing people to 
walk down to the water—an access that has not been available for a long time. 

Visual access to the waterfront is also important. As Downtown slopes down to the waterfront 
there are incredible view opportunities along the East West streets. These scenic views are 
protected in both the land use code and shoreline standards code, which protects view corridors 
in the shoreline area, including vegetation and landscaping review, which is assessed through 
the Seattle Design Review Board.  
 

Access to Downtown from Other Neighborhoods 
Access to Downtown from surrounding neighborhoods is crucial, as Downtown serves as an 
economic and job center and hosts many city services, social services, cultural and art hubs, 
entertainment venues, and open spaces. However, access varies and can be challenging from 
some neighborhoods due to significant infrastructure and topographical barriers. 

I-5 poses a significant barrier to accessing Downtown open spaces from Capitol Hill, First Hill, 
and parts of the Chinatown International District. Pedestrians and cyclists must cross I-5 via 
overpasses to reach the Denny Triangle and northern parts of the Commercial Core 
neighborhoods. These overpasses often have narrow sidewalks and steep grades, creating a 
sense of danger for pedestrians. Additionally, several intersections with cars exiting the I-5 
expressway see vehicles traveling at high speeds. To address some of these issues, the Pike 
and Pine Corridors are undergoing construction to widen sidewalks, street crossings, and 
clearly mark bike lanes. The proposed I-5 lid park will also help with pedestrian connectivity 
from Capitol Hill to Downtown if completed.  

Freeway Park, which bridges I-5 and spans multiple blocks, provides a green respite and 
facilitates easy connectivity from the north section of First Hill. However, south of Freeway Park 
to the Yesler Way overpass, connectivity is challenging. Numerous on- and off-ramps and 
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underpasses make pedestrian navigation difficult, and much of the area beneath the freeway is 
allocated for parking and vehicular infrastructure. 

 
In the Chinatown International District, the underpasses at King Street and Jackson Street run 
beneath 15 lanes of traffic. This section of I-5 is entirely used for surface-level parking, creating 
a significant divide that separates Little Saigon from other parts of Chinatown. While there have 
been efforts to improve wayfinding with public art and murals under the overpass, accessibility 
between the east and west sides remains difficult. 

 
Figure 24 Conditions of I-5 Crossings 

 
  



Environment and Climate Change Technical Report  
Downtown Urb an Ce nte r          Page  52  

Priority Areas for Future Park Investment 
 

 
Figure 25 Service Gaps in Public Parks 

Race and social equity 
Many communities of color and low-income neighborhoods have historically received fewer 
investments in public amenities like parks, leading to a lack of equitable access to these 
resources. In Downtown, the CID neighborhood is identified as a priority community (identified 
in maroon in the map above) and has areas with limited walkable access to a park (identified in 
orange), according to the 2017 level of service model created by the Seattle Parks and 
Recreation Department.26 Service gaps are areas without a public park within walking distance. 
The priority is to address the most critical gaps first that overlap with the high-need areas 
identified by the race and social equity index, such as in the CID. 

 
26 Seattle Parks and Recreation, 2024 Parks Gaps Analysis 
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/2576566fd50747eb8a25432380b2f018/page/2024-Gap-Analysis-
Map/?dlg=Legend-Window-5&views=Equity-%26-Health  

Centers) 
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Park pressure  
Park pressure evaluates the ratio between neighborhood population on the total acres of all 
public spaces serving that community. Today, Downtown’s parks support many more 
households than other neighborhoods throughout the City. With 42.9 acres of total open space 
and 6100 households currently in the urban center, almost 143 households share an acre of 
park space.  

City Acquisition Methodology 
To respond to unprecedented demand and limited access, the City of Seattle uses a land 
acquisition framework to assess acquisition priorities for park investment to address identified 
gaps. When a suitable property is found based on size and site characteristics, the Department 
will evaluate it for acquisition. Beyond the walkable access gap located close to the stadiums 
adjacent to the CID, there are two additional service gaps within Downtown. One gap is in the 
northern edge of Belltown and the other is located within the Denny Triangle neighborhood. The 
City is actively working to close those gaps, including in the Little Saigon neighborhood of the 
CID, where 1224 South King Street is being developed into a mid-block park space and 
pedestrian connection between Jackson and King Streets. 

Future Park Site Potential 
There are several sites in Downtown that have potential for development and could support a 
future park, either as its sole use or in combination with other city goals and growth needs. 
Many of the sites also help to close existing service gaps identified by the City’s Parks and 
Recreation Department. Those sites include Pier 48 on the waterfront, which was included as 
part of the design plan for the waterfront’s redevelopment, the future of I-5 and planning for a lid 
park space over I-5, Denny Triangle, and the Viaduct Portal site. 

Opportunities + Recommendations  

Racial Equity Toolkit (RET) Alignment 
The following recommendations highlight policies, projects, and programs in support of 
thoughtful and sustainable growth of the Downtown. The draft RET outcomes for Downtown are 
shared below: 

Process 

● There are clear and direct connections between the diverse lived experiences of 
Downtowners and the plan recommendations. 

● The Downtown Plan policies and projects prioritize historically excluded 
communities. 

 Arts and Culture Representation 
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● A thriving, creative community lives in, works in, and shapes the Downtown 
experience. 

  

Access to Housing 

● Downtown offers diverse housing options that support where people are in their 
lives without creating a cost burden. 

 Access to Employment and Creating Businesses 

● Downtown is a center for businesses - of all sizes - that create financial 
opportunity and stability for entrepreneurs, owners and employees. 

 
Relevant RET outcomes are tagged in italics next to the recommendations. 
 

Buildings 
1. Make progress on the seismic retrofit of unreinforced masonry (URM) buildings by 

communicating the importance of the upcoming mandatory URM retrofit legislation with 
building owners and providing clear technical assistance to property owners. Process; 
Access to Housing 

2. Leverage the City’s available incentives towards the use of green building practices for 
all new construction projects. 

3. Explore options for incorporating solar or green technologies on rooftops, with a focus on 
mitigating urban heat island effect.  

4. Pilot a highly efficient mixed-use transit-oriented development (TOD) project at Westlake 
Center Access to Housing 

5. Explore a local power generation model, or district energy model. 
6. Expand the number of resilience hubs beyond public libraries to provide relief and 

access to all, focused in the International District and SODO, in alignment with the 
climate vulnerability assessment. Process 

7. Explore ways to incentivize and increase participation in the existing composting 
program (both through large institutional and commercial partners or residential scale) to 
reduce the diversion of food waste and its impact on emissions. This aligns with the 
Food Action Plan’s priority to “Partner with institutional food services, grocers, 
manufacturers, distributors, and consumer-facing food service businesses to prevent 
food waste.”  

8. Consider a technical assistance or pilot neighborhood-scale building decarbonization 
program or developer decarbonization incentive that utilizes the Seattle Building 
Emissions Performance Standard regulations and Clean Buildings Accelerator program 
to exceed City and State requirements for emissions and carbon waste and encourages 
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smaller building owners to participate. Currently the minimum required building size is 
20,000 square feet. 

9. Provide marketing and communications to Downtown business owners, building owners, 
and residents with language isolation about incentives and free or low cost access to 
heating conversion from oil to electric heat, and stoves from natural gas to electric. 
Process 

10. Provide a unified signage and communications system to direct people to ADA 
accessible routes through buildings, along streets, and on paths. Process 

11. Create design standards for new development and redevelopment on the waterfront to 
take advantage of new waterfront investments and provide a welcoming face onto the 
waterfront. 

Streets and Sidewalks 
12. Focus accessibility, lighting and safety investments in areas without existing sidewalks, 

including the I-5 underpass in Chinatown International District. Process 
13. Utilize small spaces along streets to increase habitat for pollinators and birds 
14. Increase curbside electric vehicle (EV) charging stations close to retail destinations and 

consider waiving charging fees. Access to Employment and Creating Businesses 
15. Implement a regular tree maintenance and adoption program to properly maintain 

existing street trees within view corridors. 
16. Expand tree canopy to have the most direct benefit to communities Downtown with the 

greatest vulnerabilities as identified by the City’s climate vulnerability assessment. 
Process 

17. Reconfigure the allocation of the Third Avenue ROW for the use of buses to widen the 
zone for comfortable and safe pedestrian use. Access to Employment and Creating 
Businesses 

18. Complete capital investments in bike and pedestrian infrastructure along Pike Street and 
Pine Street over I-5. Consider additional improvements along Pike and Pine over I-5 to 
reduce the impacts of noise and the air quality impacts from vehicle traffic. Access to 
Employment and Creating Businesses 

19. Activate streets that pass under I-5 in the CID with pedestrian scaled lighting and other 
pedestrian supporting amenities. Process; Arts and Culture Representation 

20. Align with the Pike Place Market Master Plan by partnering with the PDA to manage 
Pike Place, the street, First Avenue, and Western Avenue, including clear guidance for 
outdoor dining, loading and unloading, and pedestrian and vehicle use. Access to 
Employment and Creating Businesses 

21. Implement stormwater street designs to help divert stormwater away from CSOs and 
reduce runoff into the Puget Sound, with a focus on mapped priority areas. 

22. Promote developer participation in the Above Code Program offered by SPU (Seattle 
Public Utilities) to exceed standard environmental standards. 

23. Improve public water access and cooling areas by installing spray pads or water features 
in current parks and plazas, especially in areas close to families. 

24. Activate Downtown alleyways that are underutilized for loading and unloading with public 
art, lighting, and other pedestrian supporting amenities. Arts and Culture Representation 
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Parks and Open Space  
25. Partner with Indigenous Tribes to create an action plan for the future of Pier 48 that tells 

the full history of Ballast Island. Process 
26. Consider changes to the Downtown Amenity Standards for future private development in 

parcel parks and POPS to better align with the RET outcomes. Access to Housing 
27. Focus new park space creation where there are service gaps identified by Seattle Parks 

and Recreation in the CID, Belltown and Denny Triangle. Process; Access to Housing 
28. Expand family-centered amenities and play spaces for youth in existing parks and in 

future publicly and privately owned open spaces. Process 
29. Collaborate to support the industrial maritime strategy for Downtown flood resilience. 

Access to Employment and Creating Businesses 
30. Consistent with Seattle’s Food Action Plan priorities, seek opportunities to use 

Downtown’s public or private parks to increase access to community growing 
space/community gardens. This aligns with the Food Action Plan’s priority to “Increase 
land access and stewardship rights for community groups to grow food on public, City-
owned land and support a continuum of culturally relevant, food and nutrition educational 
activities to reach diverse communities.” 

31. Leverage existing City of Seattle grant programs that seek to expand healthy food 
access to add growing spaces and gardens to existing capital improvement projects.  

32. Consistent with Seattle’s Food Action Plan and if in alignment with recommendations 
from Tahoma Peak, use public land and open to advance the Food Action Plan’s priority 
to “Increase the number of low-maintenance or passive food production (food forests, 
fruit trees) and foraging opportunities within Seattle, stewarded and directed by Native 
and Indigenous communities and other community partners.” 

33. Address barriers to increase development of courtyards and rooftops that support 
Downtown residents’ outdoor access. 

34. Prioritize open, maintained, and accessible public restrooms 
35. Expand the share of BIPOC artist commissions participating in the percent-for-art 

ordinance in Downtown. Process; Arts and Culture Representation; Access to 
Employment and Creating Businesses 

36. Create a new typology that delineates “Downtown gateway parks”, or parks that are 
located proximate to major transit stations and gateways from other neighborhoods to 
Downtown. Include specific standards for wayfinding, seating, accessibility, and 
activation to provide more welcoming spaces for visitors. 

37. Improve public water access and cooling areas by installing spray pads or water features 
in existing parks and plazas close to residential areas. 

38. Dedicate resources to invest in the Portal site to support park uses. 
39. Invest in green connections between unique Downtown destinations, like City Hall Park, 

Pioneer Square, and Occidental Square. 

DAP Recommendations related to Environment and Climate that Align with 
the Subarea Plan  

● 1.10. Improve street and sidewalk lighting across Downtown  
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● 1.11. Offer graffiti removal services on private property with owner permission 
● 2.4. Bring satellite farmers markets into Downtown neighborhoods  
● 2.6. Activate neighborhood alleyways to create more pedestrian-friendly experiences 
● 2.7. Support the strategic vision defined by King County Executive Dow Constantine to 

redesign the County’s Downtown campus   
● 5.1. Hire a director of Citywide Special Events to implement the integrated and proactive 

strategy  
● 5.3. Provide capital funding for accessibility and other capital improvements to Benaroya 

Hall, a City-owned arts facility 
● 5.5. Create more murals and other art installations throughout Downtown 
● 5.6. Support community-driven activations and cultural celebrations Downtown 
● 6.3. Open a Tribal Interpretive Center at Waterfront Park  
● 6.4. Connect Downtown neighborhoods with Waterfront Park  
● 7.1. Pilot a green and healthy street by closing Pike Street between First and Second 

Avenues for pedestrians only  
● 7.2. Reopen City Hall Park  
● 7.3. Finish improvements to Downtown parks  
● 7.4. Complete the full construction of the Seattle Waterfront by 2025, including free, 

family-friendly programming  
● 7.5. Explore the future use of Pier 48 as new open green space  
● 7.6. Continue to explore the lidding of I-5 to create park spaces and pedestrian 

connections from Capitol Hill to Downtown  
● 7.7. Pilot low-pollution neighborhoods Downtown by establishing low-emission delivery 

opportunities  
● 7.8. Implement the Building Emissions Performance Standards Policy (BEPS) pop 
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KEY FINDINGS
The findings emphasized several key areas for reclaiming space, narratives, and partnerships, as well as planning 
for the future and addressing current challenges.

In terms of  reclaiming space, it’s crucial to honor the 
original landscape and involve Indigenous people in 
shaping the city’s design. This includes increasing 
representation in art and construction projects and 
creating a more welcoming environment.

RECLAIMING SPACE

Reclaiming narratives involves promoting accurate 
Indigenous histories and visibility in public spaces. 
It’s essential to educate both the public, Indigenous 
youth, and city employees about Indigenous culture 
and heritage.

RECLAIMING NARRATIVES

Working together requires strengthening 
partnerships between Indigenous organizations, 
tribal nations, and city government. Genuine 
collaboration and resource transfer are essential for 
supporting equity and Indigenous initiatives.

WORKING TOGETHER

In planning, a long-term city plan that includes input 
from Indigenous groups is necessary. Addressing 
foundational issues and adopting innovative housing 
approaches are also crucial.

INDIGENOUS INPUT

Encouraging innovation means removing restrictive 
systems and incorporating diverse community 
perspectives in city planning efforts.

ENCOURAGING INNOVATION

Expanding programming for youth, promoting 
Indigenous entrepreneurship, and addressing the 
impact of  the pandemic are essential steps for a 
more resilient downtown.

EXPANDING PROGRAMMING

Conservation efforts should prioritize protecting 
land and waters, implementing habitat restoration 
programs, and educating the public about 
environmental issues.

CONSERVATION

Addressing safety concerns, including crime and 
issues related to the unhoused, are vital for creating 
a safe environment downtown.

SAFETY

Thinking seven generations ahead involves 
emphasizing sustainability and collaboration to 
ensure community resilience and prosperity for 
future generations.

THINKING 7 GENERATIONS AHEAD

Lastly, it’s crucial to honor treaties by respecting 
Indigenous sovereignty and rights, ensuring fair 
treatment by state institutions.

HONORING TREATIES AND RESPECTING 
TRIBAL SOVEREIGNTY
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INTRODUCTION

It’s a big question that invites dreaming and 
imagining ways of  being beyond colonial 
confinements. Dreaming of  an even more joy-filled 
future for our people, community, lands, waters, 
and all of  our animal relatives. These terms might 
seem synonymous, but when our team broke down 
this question into three separate questions, we found 
a rich tapestry of  experiences, ideas, dreaming, 
and passion. Our respondents represent a roster of  
leaders who conduct business, offer services, and 
develop youth programs for Indigenous people and 
by Indigenous people in the downtown subarea. 
Their answers are a beautiful example of  Indigenous 
ways of  knowing, demonstrating interconnectedness 
and standing alone in their specificity. 

WHAT DOES A VIBRANT, RESILIENT, AND 
EQUITABLE DOWNTOWN SEATTLE AREA LOOK 
LIKE FOR INDIGENOUS PEOPLE? 

AS WE REFLECT ON THESE 
THREE WORDS, VIBRANT, 
RESILIENT, AND EQUITABLE, THEY 
INHERENTLY REFLECT MANY OF 
OUR INDIGENOUS VALUES.

We are vibrant, or full of  energy, enthusiasm, and 
life! The hearty laughter of  an auntie, the deep 
vibration of  a drum during pow wow, the vibrancy of  
a new salmonberry blossom reaching and stretching 
in the springtime sun. We are resilient, or able to 
withstand and recover from difficult conditions. The 
wise steady eyes and beautiful lines within our Elder’s 
faces speak to a lifetime of  learning and persistence. 
The salmon people moving with consistent tenacity 

as it pushes and jumps upstream, inspires us to also 
fight for the return of  life. We are an equitable people. 
We understand and honor the nuance of  each of  our 
relatives and their unique circumstances, needs, and 
strengths. We honor these nuances and respond to 
these needs appropriately so we can all thrive, and 
we do so in our own unique way. From freshly cooked 
food and cedar roses gently and intentionally woven 
for a funeral to the joy and laughter of  holding a 
new baby that was recently brought into this world. 
We wrap around each other in times of  crisis and 
celebration. You’ll see and hear these values echoed 
through the words and ways of  thinking in our 
respondents. You’ll also see an invitation to integrate 
these values into our collective dreaming of  what the 
city of  Seattle could look like. As we reflect on these 
words,

MAYBE A BETTER QUESTION TO ASK IS, 
“WHAT DOES AN INDIGENOUS SEATTLE LOOK 
LIKE FOR ALL?”

One of  our participants said Indigenous people are 
powerful allies in city planning because stewarding 
these lands and waters is not just an interest, it’s a 
“birthright”, it’s “why we have been put here.” In the 
words and experiences of  our participants, you will 
feel that passion and purpose that embolden them 
with urgency, concern, creativity, and hope for future 
generations of  relatives to come.

COME DREAM 
WITH US!
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The City of  Seattle’s Planning and Development 
Department is undertaking a neighborhood 
planning effort for its six regional growth centers- 
Downtown, Capital Hill/First Hill, Northgate, 
South Lake Union, Uptown, and the University 
District. The Planning Department is committed to 
including the perspectives of  under-resourced and 
underrecognized populations and understands that 
relationship building, sharing power, and diverse 
leadership must be involved in the planning effort. 
In 2023, they began working with Tahoma Peak 
Solutions, a Native woman owned consulting firm to 
develop an inclusivity guide focused on Indigenous 
groups, provide cultural safety trainings with their 
department staff to better understand the history and 
goals of  the Indigenous community, and conduct 
research with Indigenous leaders in the downtown 
area to gather insights to inform the development of  
policies to ensure that urban centers can successfully 
accommodate future growth and become more 
equitable, vibrant, and resilient. They are also 
gathering feedback from all sub areas as phases of  
the project become relevant. They wish to focus 
investment and implement tools guided by each 
community’s interests and visions for its future to 
respond to community-identified needs. 

CITY OF SEATTLE REGIONAL 
GROWTH CENTERS 

BACKGROUND

Indigenous communities have experienced a harmful 
history of  research conducted upon, and not with, 
them. Western research practices have been used 
as tools of  Settler Colonialism to erase Indigenous 
peoples in the pursuit of  securing land (Wolfe, 1994). 
These practices used Western ways of  knowing, 

HISTORY OF RESEARCH WITHIN 
INDIGENOUS COMMUNITIES 

theories, and methods that don’t align culturally with 
Indigenous peoples (Tuck, 2009; Smith 1999). This 
lens casts Indigenous people in a negative light through 
amplifying deficits, misrepresentation, extraction of  
rich cultural information, and exclusion (Tuck, 2009; 
Smith 1999). This slanted and biased perspective 
justified the removal of  Indigenous people from 
their lands and the erasure of  Indigenous people 
by creating and reinforcing oppressive systems and 
structures (Tuck, 2009; Smith 1999). These systems 
and structures are both overt, like boarding schools or 
the adoption system, and subvert, like the continued 
erasure experienced within the education and mental 
health systems today. These practices have caused 
substantial historical, intergenerational, community, 
and individual trauma, harm, and a deep justifiable 
mistrust of  research processes and institutions for 
many. 
The truth is Indigenous people have always been 
researchers. The process of  using observations and 
information to make informed decisions to meet the 
needs of  our community is not exclusive of  Western 
thought or systems. We have always observed and 
read the land and waters. Noted what we saw, and 
developed or adapted sophisticated skills, practices, 
tools, and technologies to ensure our community’s 
survival. We were, and are, innovative and adaptive 
people, contrary to the stagnant portraits of  our 
people that are often seen in the media. 
Today, we enact research and data sovereignty by 
using Indigenous theory and methods through 
community-driven processes to explore questions and 
identify solutions. We foster authentic and accurate 
information and honor and respect our community’s 
knowledge and traditions as valid and legitimate 
data sources. Data sovereignty works to decolonize 
research practices, systems, and structures. This 
project is both a celebration of  the rich knowledge 
and experience our participants hold to answer 
important questions and an intentional step toward 
decolonizing research practices. 
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CONSIDERATIONS 
WHEN WORKING WITH 
INDIGENOUS PEOPLE

Foster trust by providing opportunities throughout the 
process for engagement and partnership. This could 
include providing input on methods, research design, 
member checking data and findings, and gathering 
input on how to disseminate information best. 

FLAT POWER STRUCTURE

It’s important to create opportunities to hear from all 
voices and personality types. Some Indigenous people 
might be shy and would prefer not to share in front 
of  a large group. Offer opportunities for large group 
discussion, but also offer opportunities for follow-up 
one-on-one conversations. 

CREATING OPPORTUNITIES FOR ALL TO 
CONTRIBUTE

Many Indigenous people are thoughtful, intentional 
speakers. Offer ample wait times for participants to 
finish their thoughts. Don’t rush a speaker through 
their thoughts. Also, carefully consider the size of  the 
group. Keep large group discussions to ten or under. 
Using visual engagement strategies like writing on 
a board can be helpful too. Share the questions 
beforehand and create space and opportunity for 
participants to reflect and collect their thoughts 
before sharing. 

ENGAGEMENT

Indigenous people can bring important knowledge 
and lived experience to the research process. It’s 
important to honor that knowledge and experience 
by prioritizing Indigenous leadership within research 
projects. 

INDIGENOUS LEADERSHIP

If  you’re asking people to gather and take time out of  
their day and other responsibilities, be a thoughtful 
host as a reciprocal act of  appreciation for their 
participation. This could include providing food, 
snacks, compensation for time, childcare, offering 
multiple days and times to accommodate schedules, 
and/or offering locations that work best for 
participants. Gifting is an important practice in many 
Coast Salish communities as an act of  appreciation. 

BE A CONSIDERATE HOST

Ideally, asking someone to participate in a research 
study or project shouldn’t be the first time they’re 
meeting you. Instead, intentionally develop strong 
reciprocal working relationships with Indigenous 
people as a reflection of  your organization’s 
commitment to the original care-takers of  the land 
you occupy. 

RELATIONSHIPS
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We held lived histories closely, as we planned 
and implemented the Envisioning an Indigenous 
Downtown Seattle project. It is a Native-led 
research study informed by many community-
based participatory action research principles in 
its design and methods. We selected this approach 
because it honors those who are directly impacted 
by a research question or issue as most equipped to 
identify effective solutions and supports community-
led transformation and social change (Burns, Cooke, 
& Schweidler, 2011). It honors that these individuals 
and communities hold rich and valid insights that can 
inform plans for strategic action (Burns et al., 2011).

It’s grounded in the practical and relevant needs 
and concerns of  a specific community, in this case, 
Indigenous leaders in the downtown Seattle area 
(Burns et al.,  2011). The project also focuses on a 
specific place and its relationship to that place (Burns 
et al., 2011). It is also relationship-driven. The project 
drew upon existing relationships to build upon and 
further expand trust and rapport in the hopes to also 
further relationships and enhance collaborations. 
Trust and shared power is also demonstrated through 
communication, follow-up, data transparency, and 
engaging with participants in a reciprocal way. 

The project enacted Indigenous methodologies 
aligned with the community’s culture and ways of  
knowing. Oral traditions, including storytelling, 
are important cultural practices within Indigenous 
communities to share knowledge and histories 
(Archibald, J., Xiiem, Q., Lee-Morgan, J.B. J., De 
Santolo, J., 2019). Storytelling is relational in nature 
and offers rich opportunities for collaboration and 
strengthening cultural practices to support deeper, 
richer, and fuller understandings (Archibald et al., 
2019). The project used individual interviews, with 
some conducted over a meal of  traditional foods. 

METHODS
The project and interview questions utilized a 
strength-based approach. It began with a broad, 
open-ended question regarding the ways participants 
envisioned a vibrant, resilient, and equitable Seattle 
for Indigenous people. This encouraged participants 
to dream and imagine a future with no bonds. Then 
participants were guided through follow-up questions 
as needed.

The study drew upon narrative inquiry methods 
which focus on story as the basic unit of  analysis, 
paying special attention to the story’s content and 
how participants articulate their life experiences 
through story (Bhattacharya, 2017). The project 
used a constructivist grounded theory approach as 
the method for data analysis using inductive open 
coding (Bhattacharya, 2017; Smith, 1999). The coder 
analyzed the stories using in vivo coding to construct 
categories that contribute to the development of  a 
theory (Bhattacharya, 2017). Once the categories 
were established, the coder used member checking 
to create a shared data analysis experience and 
ensure that the codes and categories align with the 
participant’s interpretations. The data analysis 
process resulted in a theory rooted and understood 
from the words and experiences of  the participants 
(Harding, 1994; Bhattacharya, 2017). This method 
challenges histories of  western research within 
Indigenous communities in which western concepts 
and understandings were placed upon, rather than 
determined by, Indigenous communities. Member 
checking positions participants at the center of  the 
research and ensures coding and categories are 
accurate (Bhattacharya, 2017).

The eight participants were leaders who conduct 
business, offer services, and develop youth programs 
for Indigenous people and by Indigenous people in 
the downtown subarea. All participants were in their 
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30’s and 40’s and represented both males and females. 
All participation was voluntary. The project invited 
a diverse set of  Indigenous people to a focus group. 
Due to scheduling challenges, only one participant 
was able to attend. A rich and expansive conversation 
followed. It was because of  this conversation, that 
the team decided to pivot and conduct individual 
interviews so each participant had the space and 
time to share their thoughts and experiences on the 
research questions. This method dug deeply into 
their experiences through three key questions. All 
participants were given the same questions with a list 
of  possible follow up questions before the interview 
and had time to reflect on the questions before the 
interview (Archibald et al., 2019). The group lasted 
anywhere from 20 minutes to an hour. The interviews 
were audio recorded to analyze later. Interviews were 
recorded on an iPhone, using the Otter.ai app. Otter.
ai processed the recordings into transcripts. After the 
audio was uploaded, the coder listened to the audio 
recordings while reading the transcript and scrubbed 
the transcript of  errors. Next, the transcript was 

downloaded into a Word document. A coder used 
the “comments’ feature to code the transcript using 
in vivo coding (Charmaz, 2001; Miles, Huberman 
& Saldana, 2014). The codes were organized into a 
Word document, where relevant direct quotes and 
summaries were placed under the codes. After the 
first interview, some codes were grouped with similar 
codes and/or into categories. (Charmaz, 2001; 
Merriam & Tisdell, 2016). The same process was used 
for the second interview. The codes were then merged 
along with identifying additional categories. The 
code was then used to code interviews three through 
five. Additional categories and codes emerged in each 
interview and were added. After the fifth interview, 
the codes were organized under broader themes that 
became the headers for the finding section. This 
process was an intentional methodological choice to 
prioritize and honor the participant’s voices. A draft 
of  the final document was sent to participants for 
an additional opportunity for member checking and 
feedback before finalization. 

2023 Canoe Journey Landing at Muckleshoot in Seattle with downtown in the background
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FINDINGS

All participants spoke about how the reclamation 
of  space is vital to a vibrant, resilient, and equitable 
downtown Seattle area for Indigenous people. But 
it’s important to note that Seattle is Indian Country 
now. This is despite colonial attempts to control 
and own. Participants discussed the many ways the 
current downtown area reflects and reinforces white 
colonial dominance. “Western culture is recognized 
everywhere, through modern structures and 
buildings.” Instead, another suggested considering 
what the original architecture, plan, and landscape 
was as a roadmap to move forward. 

Participants spoke about the importance of  increasing 

FOR INDIGENOUS PEOPLE, 
CARING FOR THE LANDS AND 
WATERS OF WHAT IS NOW 
CALLED SEATTLE IS NOT JUST AN 
INTEREST. THESE LANDS AND 
WATERS ARE THEIR BIRTHRIGHT 
AND PERSONAL RESPONSIBILITY, 
THIS MAKES THEM STRONG 
PARTNERS AND ALLIES IN CITY 
PLANNING.

“Well that’s the thing about Native people, we’re the best investment. 
This is not just work we are trying to get done in our lives, this [these 

lands and waters] is our birthright, so we’re taking care of this. It’s why 
we have been put here, to do this work. Those are the kinds of people 

you want to really invest in.”

RECLAIMING SPACE

“Native flavor” downtown by increasing Indigenous 
representation in art, built environment, architecture, 
design, spaces, places, plants, and landscape, and 
involving Indigenous people in the design process. 
They wanted more inclusion in art and cultural events 
as well as inclusion in entrepreneurs and companies 
bidding and construction opportunities. One 
suggested more Indigenous fixtures and inclusion on 
projects like the revitalization of  the waterfront. 

One spoke about the need for the city to feel more 
welcoming for Indigenous people through design. 
They suggested design elements like benches, seating, 
plants, and trees. Noting that it appeared places were 
intentionally designed to discourage people from 
gathering. “And it’s just really criminal to pull those 
things [benches] away to punish people-there should 
be public seating.” Examples of  locations they said 
felt welcoming to Indigenous people were Winnipeg, 
Minneapolis, New Mexico, Arizona, Albuquerque, 
and Phoenix.

Some spoke specifically of  increasing Muckleshoot 
and Suquamish leadership and cultural presence as 
“essential for a thriving downtown for everyone.” 
They believed this wouldn’t just positively impact 
the Muckleshoot and Suquamish but “would be 
good for urban natives as well.” When considering 
reclamation and implementing policies that support 
and celebrate Indigenous people, it’s important to 
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realize that it’s not just good for a single Indigenous 
nation, but Indigenous people at-large and the whole 
population. This sentiment is heard often in Indian 
Country. For example, clean water, protecting the 
salmon run, swiftly locating our missing relatives, 
tending to our unhoused relatives, creating spaces to 
gather and laugh, are policies that benefit us all. 

Participants suggested the importance of  acquiring 
space and property to expand housing, businesses, 
and nonprofits for Indigenous people. Others spoke 
directly of  land back movements and called upon 
King County and the City of  Seattle to look at land 
holdings, buildings, and piers and return them to the 
Muckleshoot and piers to the Suquamish people. 
The land could be developed for businesses and/or 
offices for government-to-government relations with 
the Muckleshoot people. 

Many spoke of  the need for an Indigenous gathering 
space in the downtown area to gather, rest, eat, and 
engage in social and political activities. Many spoke 
to the challenges of  accessing Daybreak Star, which 
is not accessible by public transportation. Many 
organizations were interested in hosting events or 
had a desire to build a conference center or gathering 
space in the future.

“RECLAIMING THIS [THE CITY 
OF SEATTLE] SO PEOPLE REALIZE 
THAT THIS IS INDIAN COUNTRY, 
RIGHT?...I KNOW IT MAY NOT BE 
A RESERVATION, BUT IT DOESN’T 
GET MUCH MORE INDIAN 
COUNTRY THAN RIGHT HERE.”

Beyond reclaiming physical space, participants 
spoke of  the need to reclaim accurate narratives 
and histories at the risk of  erasure. They stressed the 
importance of  Indigenous people and organizations 
needing to be more visible. They wanted to promote 
more interactions directly with Indigenous people as 
a way to learn more about the area, which stresses the 
importance of  relationships and the practice of  oral 
traditions in education. One participant wanted to see 
more information about the 29 federally recognized 
tribes in Washington State, but most spoke within the 
context of  the Muckleshoot people, and one spoke of  
both the Muckleshoot and Suquamish people. 

Participants had many suggestions for increasing 
Indigenous visibility. Many wanted more public 
campaigns that shared tribal history, culture, and 
language through story and storytelling. One suggested 
an Indigenous boat tour that shared Indigenous 
history. Many spoke to adding signage, using audio, 
leveraging technology like apps, and developing a 
QR program to learn language and history. These 
projects would support people to learn place names 
in the language and share history around culturally 
significant people and places. One suggested having a 
memorial for Indigenous fishermen who died fishing 
along the Duwamish. Multiple participants gave 
the example of  the historical panels at Daybreak 
Star which have photos and historical information 
as an exemplar of  these efforts. Another pointed 
to public facing partnerships like the Muckleshoot 
Indian Tribe with the Seahawks, Mariners, and 
Kraken which helped foster public awareness. It 
was important that these visibility projects were 

RECLAIMING NARRATIVES
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accessible to the general public, but participants 
stressed that it was very important to maintain the 
correct spelling and phonemes of  the traditional 
language. One suggested using an Indigenous owned 
studio to record stories, audio, plays, and podcasts. 
This reflects having Indigenous people involved in all 
steps of  the creation and development of  educational 
materials. 

The audience for these projects were both non-
Indigenous and Indigenous people with many 
speaking about the importance of  Indigenous youth 
knowing their history. One desired more clarification 
on the histories and nuance of  the Muckleshoot 
Indian Tribe and Duwamish Tribal Organization in 
order to, “set the historical record straight for people 
so that there is a reliable source that can tell that 
accurate history.” Others also stressed the importance 
of  those working in city government to know these 
histories. “People working in government should 
learn accurate history and understand the role they 
play in continuing or re-establishing relationships 
with Native communities.”

 Many Indigenous serving organizations spoke to 
how they are serving primarily Indigenous people 
who are not local and suggested a 411 program for 
Indigenous people to improve communication and 
awareness about available programming, resources, 
services, events. “All the things you need to know, if  
you’re a Native person in the urban city.” 

“BEING ABLE TO TELL YOUR 
OWN HISTORY IS A POWERFUL 
THING. THAT’S ALSO 
RECLAIMING SPACE- THAT’S 
HEADSPACE, AIR SPACE, STORY 
SPACE.” 

Many want to see stronger partnerships with all 
stakeholders involved in the city including: Indigenous 
organizations, businesses, federally recognized treaty 
tribes, neighboring tribes, and city government.

Many had suggestions of  ways the city could improve 
its partnerships with Indigenous organizations and 
nations. One said it was difficult to gain traction on 
initiatives because the city was reactive to “the social 
issue interest of  the month.”  Another spoke to the 
financial and reporting burdens of  city contracts. 
Another spoke of  the frustrations of  negotiating with 
the city. “They come to the table. They already have 
a plan. They’re wasting our time. They’re checking 
the box and wasting our time. I’ve been to three or 
four meetings. ‘Well what do you think? Well we’ve 
already been working on this. So you’re calling us 
to the table to check the box.” Also not feeling like 
there are strong advocates to continue to support and 
advocate for the best interest of  Indigenous nations, 
organizations, and people once they leave meetings. 
“But it’s just every conservation I’ve had for the 
last twelve years falls on deaf  ears…We don’t have 
anyone advocating after we walk out of  the room.” 
One spoke of  how truly understanding the reality of  
the human need and being responsive and reflective 
of  that in policies. Another stressed the importance 
of  transferring power and resources in order to 
support equity. “If  you want to do true equity work, 
you have to do two things-transfer resources and then 
transfer power. And if  you’re not willing to do those 
two things then just get out of  here. Let’s do it on our 
own. I’ve had enough of  this. I don’t want to have 
you knocking on my door anymore say[ing], ‘How 
can we serve your people better?’ I don’t care. Yeah, 
we’re doing just fine. Stop hoarding the resources.” 

WORKING TOGETHER

“I THINK AT THE CORE OF 
EQUITY IS THIS REALITY OF THE 
HUMAN NEED.” 
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One participant felt the rise in Land Acknowledgements 
was an opportunity to build general awareness 
which could hopefully foster longer and deeper 
relationships between local Indigenous organizations 
and businesses. Another suggested working groups 
with Indigenous organizations and allies would be 
helpful to address policy and planning barriers. 

In terms of  collaborations between urban Indigenous 
organizations, one participant highlighted the ways 
systems are designed to create competition and lateral 
violence, “Systems are designed to get us off course. 
And that’s what we have to remember. It’s designed 
to pit us against one another and that’s why we have 
to fight that every day.” Instead others stressed the 
importance of  working together. “We need each 
other, we each serve roles, and where we can figure 
out that we need each other, it’s going to make it 
that much more efficient and effective.” Participants 
suggested supporting collaborative relationships 
by ensuring each organization had a clear vision 
and goal and stayed focused on it. This would help 
avoid mission creep and chasing money. Participants 
leading Indigenous organizations wanted to see more 
integration of  services and wrap around services in 
collaborations with other Indigenous organizations.

PLANNING
Many participants believed a long-term detailed city 
plan was needed to support a vibrant, resilient, and 
equitable Indigenous community in downtown. One 
wanted to see a specific plan to develop more of  the 
Duwamish river area. They felt the city had difficulty 
moving beyond needs assessments and community 
engagement towards an actionable plan. This 
resulted in the city continuing to “look backwards” 
and focus on disparities. One participant suggested 
creating a small pragmatic and disciplined group 
to flesh out goals based off of  the assessments and 
community engagement work that has already taken 
place. Many participants stressed the importance of   
including reps of  city Indigenous organizations and 

local tribal nations in any city planning conversations. 
“Right now there isn’t any, right now the city only 
cares about accommodating business people who 
come in and leave at 5:30.” 

One participant felt the lack of  a strong “starting 
point” with foundational systems like transportation 
firmly in place, resulted in difficulties building and 
expanding the city with new initiatives like building 
a walkable city. It also caused new initiatives to have 
unintended consequences that negatively impacted 
other initiatives and aspects of  the city. 

INNOVATION
Many participants suggested innovation as a way to 
respond to the pressing needs of  the city in order to 
cultivate a vibrant, resilient, and equitable downtown 
Seattle for Indigenous people. One saw the opportunity 
post pandemic as an opportunity to innovate and be 
a global leader. Many participants spoke of  the ways 
current systems stifle equity and innovation. “So it’s 
just like those paternalistic oppressive racist systems, 
quite frankly, that are inflicted upon us. If  you were 
able to remove that restriction from the building, what 
could you do?” Participants spoke about the ways 
the desire for power and control hinder innovative 
problem solving. “I would say, at the heart of  it, there 
is, you know, a desire for power and there’s folks who 
have dictated what downtown Seattle is going to look 
like for a long time. And they need to be humbled 
and step back and make room for a new way of  
envisioning downtown.” 

One specific example participants discussed was 
housing. Participants suggested considering new ways 
to build housing considering how building standards 
and materials are expensive and not sustainable. 
Instead finding other ways to innovate, and encourage 
innovation, in the housing space. “Why couldn’t 
there be a beautiful longhouse on the waterfront that 
was basically SRO [single room occupancy] housing 
where people have individual rooms and share a 
bathroom, or have their own bathroom, but share a 
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INNOVATION
bathroom, but share a living and kitchen space.” 
Participants spoke about how limiting building and 
zoning regulations were in regards to housing and 
their own plan for expansion. These limits stifled 
business development, innovation, and the ability 
to respond to the needs of  the community. “I think 
it’s time to change regulations, find ways of  ensuring 
affordable housing is really being lifted up, build and 
evolve from different structures already downtown.”

One organization developed a comprehensive 
strategic plan that included policy, advocacy, 
workforce development, community enterprises, 
communication, program expansion, business 
incubator, and protecting intellectual property. 
They suggested adapting a more systematic and 
interconnected approach could benefit city planning 
efforts. 

They also spoke about the importance of  having voices 
at the planning table that aren’t typically included. 
“Give room for innovation and understanding to 
communities of  color, Native communities, Black 
communities and allow them to make big mistakes 
and not be incredibly successful in the eyes of  
colonized white society. Our ideas of  success are 
going to be very different. Change those metrics 
and standards which are rooted in white supremacy 
and keep people in bondage. Give dollars back to 
communities of  color and let them go and see what 
kind of  beautiful things can happen. Participants 
believed including diverse communities perspectives 
and ideas on health, wellness, and housing could 
promote the future prosperity of  all through planning 
and the built environment. 

Many spoke to the unoccupied spaces in the 
downtown area. One participant spoke about the 
importance of  developing a plan that came up with 
new ways of  renovating these spaces. “Bring voices 
that have not traditionally been involved in those 

planning spaces. What can you imagine in the space? 
How can we understand new ways of  housing?” 

Many discussed the Pioneer Square area. One 
spoke about the negatives to centralizing services 
for the unhoused all in one neighborhood because 
the need is throughout the city. It’s also challenging 
because the area lacks other services to support this 
group. Diversification of  the neighborhood through 
businesses, companies, shopping, commerce, and 
groceries would better support the unhoused and 
encourage more residents and businesses in the area. 
One said the area wasn’t very “family friendly,” but 
was hopeful that a new childcare program would 
encourage people to return to the area which would 
help the neighborhood. 

Other innovative ideas participants suggested were 
an Indigenous transportation system and expanding 
PDA. Two participants spoke about the ways a 
PDAs, or public development authorities, hinders 
development and expansion of  services. Another 
idea includes developing a marina at Duwamish, 
Shilshoe, or Elliot Bay because the current marina 
has problems servicing the fleet the size that it is. 

“I THINK IF SEATTLE CAN HAVE A 
VISION AND UNDERSTAND THE 
OPPORTUNITY, WE CAN TEACH 
THE REST OF THE COUNTRY AND 
EVEN THE GLOBAL COMMUNITY 
WHAT A NEW DOWNTOWN 
COULD LOOK LIKE AND WHAT IT IS 
AND HOW IT COULD REALLY MEET 
THE NEEDS OF EVERYONE, NOT 
JUST THE BUSINESS COMMUNITY 
AND PEOPLE RICH ENOUGH TO 
LIVE IN THE DOWNTOWN.”
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“I FEEL LIKE THIS CITY CAN 
LEARN A LOT IF INDIAN 
COUNTRY PULLED TOGETHER 
TO ADDRESS THINGS LIKE 
HOUSING INSECURITY, 
FOOD INSECURITY, AND 
TRANSPORTATION NEEDS.”

Participants also spoke about expanding or developing 
programming to support a vibrant, resilient, and 
equitable Indigenous community in the downtown 
area. 
One area multiple participants discussed was the 
need for more youth programming. One discussed 
bringing local Indigenous youth living on reservations 
into Seattle to take part in programming that city 
organizations offer or participating in summer 
programs. They also suggested offering programs 
where youth and Elders could travel to historical sites 
and youth could share stories and learn Indigenous 
history from Elders. They could also work to develop 
traditional stories and history into plays and audio 
recordings. Another suggested expanding youth 
programming on the environment that was credit-
barring and provided job shadowing in the hopes of  
connecting them with life experience and possibly 
college degrees. One stressed the importance of  
youth having real-life experiences around climate 
change in order to better advocate when put in 
leadership positions later. These programs could also 
help leverage both traditional knowledge and western 
science, but they need to ensure that collaborations 
are handled respectfully and adequately compensate 
Indigenous participants.  “Okay, that’s it and 
everything else is gone [climate change’s impact on 
fishing]. That’s it and we’re not going to let it die, 
but we need help. And we need not only help with 
funding, we need help to get our people out there 
to comprehend and understand what is going on. 

PROGRAMMING

The science of  today needs to be meshing with our 
Traditional Ecological Knowledge. They want all of  
our knowledge, but they don’t want to support a life 
of  dignity for our fishers.”
Another talked about the risk of  starting business for 
many Indigenous people. Many Indigenous people 
are scared to start a business because they need 
capital and have come from poverty and it’s a big risk, 
it could put you back into poverty or homelessness. 

“THESE KIDS ARE GOING 
TO BE SITTING IN FRONT OF 
FUTURE PRESIDENTS AND 
CONGRESSMAN. THEY NEED 
TO KNOW WHAT THEY’RE 
THINKING. IF YOU DON’T HAVE 
EXPERIENCES OR JUST BEING 
THERE [OUT ON THE LAND AND 
WATERWAYS] AND SEEING 
THE CHANGE POSITIVE AND 
NEGATIVE, YOU WON’T BE A 
GOOD POLICYMAKER.” 
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Many spoke of  the ways the downtown area was 
“suffering” due to the COVID-19 pandemic and 
the abundance of  empty commercial space. One 
respondent thought that the lack of  a workforce in-
office downtown impacted economic development in 
the neighborhood.

Many pointed to the ways Indigenous communities 
were resilient throughout the pandemic. One believed 
it was because “we’ve been without for so long.” One 
attributed the quick and effective response came from 
a real fear of  “losing Elders, relatives, loved ones. 
It sparked a remembrance of  our resiliency in the 
downtown space.” Another believed it was time to 
shift energy from just surviving to thriving, “We were 
resilient because it was necessary-survivor mode. 
Next movement is about prosperity and business 
opportunities.”

Many believed that partnering and looking to people 
and organizations could help move the downtown 
area to a new future. “Indigenous people need to 
take control of  the narrative of  what a downtown 
should be in order to move towards a future post 
pandemic. “There’s a desire for downtown to be 
what it was before the pandemic, but the reality is, is 
that we need to be clear that I don’t think that’s ever 
going to come back and I think that’s ok. I think that 
downtown Seattle was not always great for Native 
people and Native businesses.”

PANDEMIC

 “WHEN YOU THINK ABOUT 
RESILIENCY, I THINK ABOUT 
NATIVE PEOPLE. WE HAVE 
EXHIBITED THAT DOWNTOWN 
THROUGHOUT THE PANDEMIC.” 
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When asked about what would make a vibrant, 
resilient, and equitable downtown area, many spoke 
about the importance of  protecting our land and 
waters. One spoke of  the impacts climate change has 
had on increased water temperatures, lower oxygen 
in the water, increased flooding, higher water levels, 
and concerns for properties along the shoreline. 

They also spoke of  the impacts of  pollution on 
land, water, fish, and tribal fishers. For example the 
way barges contaminate the water and the lack of  
response, “But there’s several times that this whole 
dock will be encased in oil. And it would be an 
environmental call and someone would have to come 
try and clean it up. If  it gets as bad as it seems on 
some days, and it just gets ignored. And then it gets 
on the rocks. The low tide gets it on the rocks and it 
washes off.” The impacts of  pollution also impacts 
the fish runs. Streams the Coho travel through the 
west channel. “As soon as they go in that drain they 
roll over and die. It’s the runoff as soon as it rains. All 
the poisons and stuff. It’s amazing what percentage 
of  fish run through a little stream. How it represents 
the overall system. It can be a good number.” They 
also spoke of  the environmental impact of  Pier 91 
development and Elliot Bay Marina on the kelp and 
salmon run and the expansion of  commercial fishing 
and recreational boating. The population increase in 
Seattle also impacts sewage and water quality. More 
vehicles, concerts, and action along the waterfront 
also negatively affects the water and land quality 
and harms tribal fishers. “And they’re not very good 

CONSERVATION
“HE’S CONSTANTLY 
CONCERNED ABOUT A LIFETIME 
OF WHAT IT MEANS IF I’M 
PULLING A NET UP ON MY 
BODY OVER AND OVER AND 
OVER AGAIN, THAT’S JUST BEEN 
DREDGED IN TOXINS.”

about telling everyone, hey there’s a fishery.” 

The pollution impacts tribal fishers as well. The 
contaminants in the water affect their health who 
also bring it home to their families and children.

Suggestions of  ways to better combat these issues 
were programs that protected steelhead, designating 
areas along the Duwamish as Superfund Sites to 
open up EPA funding opportunities, increasing 
plant filtration and protecting and creating more 
kelp, increasing habitat restoration efforts including 
protecting plants and planting cedars along the 
shoreline, creating studies to examine the impact 
of  ships on kelp and including Indigenous youth 
so they can gain firsthand experiences with the 
impacts of  climate change, practice collecting data, 
and use the data in educational programs to pursue 
degrees. Another idea was developing an educational 
curriculum on water and shoreline restoration, 
educating commercial and recreational boaters as 
well as the coast guard on fishing and treaty rights to 
combat people running through nets and harassing 
tribal fishers by sports fishermen. 

“I DON’T KNOW. I LOOK AT 
THE CITY AND WHEN YOU 
TALK ABOUT RESILIENCY, AND 
IT’S GOT TO BE A PLACE THAT 
PEOPLE FEEL SAFE TO WALK. IT’S 
GOT TO BE A PLACE OF BEAUTY. 
IT’S GOT TO BE A PLACE WHERE 
WE’RE PROUD.
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Many spoke about the importance of  addressing 
safety issues in order to support a vibrant, resilient, 
and equitable Indigenous community downtown. 
One noted that if  you push crime out of  one area, 
it ends up somewhere else. Another noted that the 
increase in empty buildings and revolving businesses 
created less consumers, taxpayers, and taxpaying 
businesses. They believed this contributed to an 
increase in violence, and boat, trailer and fence 
damage. Another noted that an influx of  tribal 
fishers unloading at the same time with limited space 
is also a safety concern. They also noted an increase 
in frequency of  boats running through tribal fisher’s 
nets. 

The unhoused was another popular theme among 
participants. One noted that the issues downtown 
also impacted neighboring reservations as well. 
They believed some of  the illegal activity that some 
unhoused engaged in was brought back to the 
reservation. One noted some camps had built an 
economy of  sex work, drugs, wire stripping, and boat 
and bike theft and believed the city should have a 
heavier hand when crimes or activity interfered with 
the local economy. Others felt like the city should do 
more to support the unhoused and have seen a lack of  
adequate support, service, and mental health dollars 
since the 80’s. Though participants had varying 
viewpoints on the best response to the unhoused 
population. Many recognized it was a persistent 

SAFETY

“WE WERE THERE WHEN KING COUNTY CAME UP AND CAME 
OUT FOR A WHILE. AND THEY SAID THEY’D BE BACK AND THEN 
THAT WAS LIKE THREE OR FOUR DAYS LATER...FISHERMAN WERE 
DRAGGING NETS TRYING TO HELP FIND THE BODY…HARBOR 
PATROL, COAST GUARD, SEATTLE POLICE AND FIRE, NO ONE HAD 
THE TIME.”

issue that impacted a vibrant, resilient, and equitable 
Seattle area for Indigenous people. One spoke very 
powerfully about the psychological impact of  existing 
in this way and the lack of  response by both the city 
and individuals. “They say, one of  the worst things 
about being homeless is the cloak of  invisibility that 
society puts on you. They walk by you and don’t even 
notice you. Don’t even notice your existence, your 
presence. Don’t want to look at you. Don’t want to 
acknowledge you and so it’s very lonely and isolating.” 

Another theme was law enforcement. Some saw a 
lack of  police presence and support on Puget Sound 
to support tribal fishers, “They’re focused on the lake. 
They won’t come out and respond or help at all. You 
get no help. You’re just literally out there alone. The 
only other people that help are other fishermen that 
will come by and you know, or chase them [people 
who run through tribal fisher’s nets] down and scream 
at them. It’s insane.” A tribal nation lost a tribal 
fisher and felt there was little support from the city on 
search and rescue efforts. It took law enforcement 48 
hours for someone to finally arrive. These sentiments 
reflect larger systemic issues and concerns around 
the missing and murdered Indigenous men and 
women epidemic. One participant noted the lack of  
law enforcement support aligning with the increase 
in the fish run and fleet. Another felt there needed 
to be further discussions and clarification around 
jurisdiction. They felt tribal needs were not a priority 
and there was little communication.
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Many emphasized the importance of  thinking seven 
generations ahead and focusing on sustainability to 
ensure a resilient, vibrant, and equitable downtown 
Seattle for future generations. They stressed the 
necessity of  organizations accessing resources for 
continued financial sustainability and building 
generational wealth to ensure their organization 
and ultimately community’s resilience and stability 
for years into the future. They recognized a need to 
mobilize people and resources, but noted the difficulty 
of  the constant stream of  new nonprofits popping 
up as opposed to working together to build upon 
the strengths and organizations that already exist. 
This phenomenon contributed to a scarcity mindset 
around resources. Some brought up ideas of  trying 
to create ways for passive income like parking lots. 
One encouraged organizations to “think more like 
a business,” and organize community hedge funds, 
consider economic development opportunities, 
and develop a social enterprise incubator. Another 
suggested neighboring tribes consolidate tribal giving 
to push into one cause. 

7 GENERATIONS

“No one in the office understands that we think generationally, right? 
We’re thinking the next seven gens, right? What are they going to be 
up against? What are they going to be facing? How do we get them 
prepared for that? Hard concept for the office to understand. So I’m 
trying to. Well that’s because we’re here in perpetuity. We need to 
explain to people we’re not going anywhere. You think about seven 
generations, because we’re just not going anywhere. We’re just like 
that mountain up there. You’re not digging it up and moving it. Yeah, 
it’s been here for 1000s of year. So are our people. We’re not going 
anywhere.” 

Finally, one participant discussed that they felt state 
institutions weren’t honoring the rights of  Indigenous 
nations. They were overstepping sovereignty by 
shutting down tribal fishing or trying to collect taxes 
on activities related to fishing. “They don’t honor the 
treaties.” These comments show that there is further 
work to do to ensure tribal sovereignty and rights are 
maintained and protected into the future.

HONORING TREATIES

“We’re 
not going 

anywhere.”
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RECOMMENDATIONS 

Consider the original architecture, plan, 
and landscape as a roadmap for future 
development.

Increase Indigenous representation in 
art, built environment, and design in the 
downtown subarea.

Involve Indigenous people in the design 
process and construction opportunities, 
including projects like the waterfront 
revitalization.

Make the city more welcoming for 
Indigenous people through intentional 
design elements like seating and green 
spaces.

RECLAIMING SPACE

Promote accurate Native narratives 
and histories through public campaigns, 
signage, storytelling, and educational 
materials.

Ensure Indigenous visibility in public spaces 
and partnerships with organizations like 
sports teams to foster awareness.

Provide accurate historical education for 
city government employees.

RECLAIMING NARRATIVES

Strengthen partnerships between Native 
organizations, treaty tribes, neighboring 
tribes, and city government.

Ensure genuine collaboration and support 
from the city rather than token gestures.

Transfer resources and power to support 
equity and Indigenous initiatives.

WORKING TOGETHER

Develop a long-term city plan with input 
from city Indigenous organizations and 
local tribal nations.

Address foundational issues like 
transportation to enable future initiatives.

Encourage innovative approaches to 
housing and zoning regulations to 
support Indigenous communities.

PLANNING

Encourage innovation to address pressing 
needs in the city and remove restrictive 
systems.

Support diverse community perspectives 
and ideas, particularly from communities 
of color, in city planning efforts.

INNOVATION
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Expand youth programming to include 
cultural education, environmental 
awareness, and job opportunities.

Support Indigenous entrepreneurship 
with access to capital and resources.

PROGRAMMING

Partner with Indigenous people and 
organizations to shape the future of 
downtown post-pandemic.

Acknowledge that the pre-pandemic state 
of downtown was not always beneficial 
for Indigenous communities.

PANDEMIC RESPONSE

Prioritize protecting land and waters to 
combat climate change and pollution.

Implement programs for habitat 
restoration, pollution control, and 
environmental education.

CONSERVATION

Address safety issues downtown, 
including crime, homelessness, and law 
enforcement support.

SAFETY

Emphasize sustainability and building 
generational wealth to ensure community 
resilience.

Encourage collaboration among 
organizations to maximize resources and 
impact.

THINKING SEVEN 
GENERATIONS AHEAD

Ensure state institutions respect and honor 
Indigenous sovereignty and treaty rights.

Implementing these recommendations 
can contribute to a more vibrant, resilient, 
and equitable downtown Seattle for 
Indigenous communities and all residents.

HONORING TREATIES
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The team conducted five interviews of  seven 
participants, which is a small sample size. 

The interviews were conducted by two Muckleshoot 
Tribal Members and the conversation centered on the 
downtown area which is the usual and accustomed 
land of  the Muckleshoot people. Our positionality as 
Muckleshoot people conducting interviews regarding 
our U and A could consciously or subconsciously 
impact respondents’ responses to interview questions. 

CHALLENGES AND LIMITATIONS 

In conclusion, the findings from our discussions 
draw strong parallels to Indigenous Planning Values 
and Guiding Principles outlined in the Indigenous 
Inclusivity Guide. Those include relationality, respect, 
reciprocity and responsibility. In our comprehensive 
examination, strategies for reclaiming space, 
narratives, and fostering collaboration in downtown 
Seattle present a compelling roadmap for a future 
that is more vibrant, resilient, and equitable. The 
recommendations outlined provide a framework 
for not only honoring Indigenous histories and 
cultures but also for building stronger, more resilient 
communities that benefit all residents of  Seattle.
One of  the key themes that emerged from the 
findings is the importance of  centering Indigenous 
perspectives in the planning, design, and development 
of  the downtown area. By increasing Indigenous 
representation in art, architecture, and design, and 
involving Indigenous peoples in the decision-making 
process, the city can begin to undo the erasure of  
Indigenous voices and reclaim space that has been 
historically marginalized. Through intentional design 
elements such as seating and green spaces, the city 
can also create a more welcoming environment for 
Indigenous peoples, fostering a sense of  belonging 
and connection to place.
Furthermore, promoting accurate Native narratives 

CONCLUSION

and histories through public campaigns, signage, 
storytelling, and educational materials is essential 
for challenging stereotypes and misconceptions 
about Indigenous peoples. By ensuring Indigenous 
visibility in public spaces and partnerships with 
organizations, the city can foster greater awareness 
and understanding of  Indigenous cultures and 
histories among residents and visitors alike. Providing 
accurate historical education for city government 
employees is also crucial for promoting cultural 
competence and fostering respectful relationships 
with Indigenous communities.
Building genuine partnerships between Native 
organizations, treaty tribes, neighboring tribes, 
and city government is essential for ensuring that 
Indigenous voices are heard and respected in 
decision-making processes. This requires not only 
token gestures, but also the transfer of  resources and 
power to support equity and Indigenous initiatives. 
By developing a long-term city plan with input 
from Indigenous organizations and tribal nations, 
addressing foundational issues like transportation, 
housing, and zoning regulations, the city can begin to 
address systemic barriers to Indigenous communities’ 
well-being and prosperity.
Encouraging innovation and creativity in addressing 
pressing needs in the city, such as safety, pandemic 
response, and conservation, is essential for building 
a more resilient and sustainable downtown. By 
supporting diverse community perspectives and 
ideas, particularly from communities of  color, the 
city can harness the collective wisdom and expertise 
of  its residents to create innovative solutions that 
benefit everyone.
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Expanding youth programming to include 
cultural education, environmental awareness, and 
job opportunities, and supporting Indigenous 
entrepreneurship with access to capital and resources 
are critical for building generational wealth and 
ensuring community resilience. Prioritizing the 
protection of  land and waters to combat climate 
change and pollution, addressing safety issues 
downtown, and honoring treaties are also essential 
for building a more vibrant and equitable downtown 
Seattle for Indigenous communities and all residents.
In conclusion, implementing these recommendations 
will require sustained commitment, collaboration, 
and resources from city government, Indigenous 
organizations, tribal nations, and community 
stakeholders. However, the potential benefits are 
significant—a downtown that is not only more 
inclusive, equitable, and sustainable but also more 
vibrant, resilient, and culturally rich. By reclaiming 
space, narratives, and fostering collaboration, 
downtown Seattle can truly become a place where 
Indigenous peoples thrive and all residents feel a sense 
of  belonging and connection to their community.
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INTRODUCTION 
Downtown Seattle is the workplace for 188,000 employees from across the region and, 
in recent decades, has expanded its role as a residential center as well. Today, 
Downtown is home to more than 47,000 residents (2023), and the 2024 One Seattle 
Comprehensive Plan anticipates that Downtown will become the city’s largest 
residential center by 2044.1 This transition from a commercial center to a thriving 
mixed-use heart for the region means that Downtown neighborhoods need to adapt 
their infrastructure, policies, and institutions to better support residents alongside 
workers.  

Public engagement from this Regional Center planning process has revealed that 
housing unaffordability is one of the biggest challenges facing the Downtown 
community, and many current residents are at risk of displacement. Some Seattleites 
are reluctant to consider living Downtown due to safety concerns, poor overall 
neighborhood quality, and a lack of nearby services for families. Local developers in 
the project’s stakeholder outreach series also identified barriers to residential projects 
Downtown, with the high costs of land acquisition and development making building 
anything other than luxury housing Downtown seem unrealistic in the current 
financial climate. 

Today, 7% of Downtown households are considered low-income, 9% very low-income, 
and 24% extremely low-income. In addition, 34% of all households—regardless of 
income bracket—are cost burdened from housing.2 Development costs are passed 
down to residents, so high acquisition and construction costs result in homes with 
high rent or sale prices. By investing in more housing options Downtown, the City of 
Seattle wants to expand affordable housing choices for current and future residents 
and ensure that the Downtown community is an epicenter of diversity in the region. 

Living Downtown is a lifestyle choice and the residential population of Seattle’s 
Downtown has increased significantly in recent decades.3 This study explores three 
housing types that reflect community needs but are not found in the current pipeline 
of market-rate development for the area. Because these types typically require 
substantial subsidy or incentives to attain feasibility, the report also explores various 

 
1 OFM Population Estimates, 2023; Draft “One Seattle Comprehensive Plan, 2024. 
2 HUD data, 2016-2020. Low-income households are those with incomes > 50% ≤ 80% HAMFI (HUD-Area 
Median Family Income), Very low-income households are > 30% ≤ 50% HAMFI, and Extremely low-income 
households are ≤ 30% HAMFI. Cost burdened is defined as spending 30% or more of household income 
toward housing costs.  
3 See the Downtown Land Use report for figures, 35% increase in housing units across 7 years. 
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supports that could be provided by public agencies and community partners could 
provide to achieve the vision of a more inclusive Downtown.  

Downtown neighborhoods hold valuable potential to meet future decades’ housing 
needs. Current zoning allows for concentrated development that meet growth targets, 
but financial barriers and supportive neighborhood investments are needed to round 
out a vision of Downtown as a fully mixed-use center, offering a high quality of life to 
all current and future residents. 

This study uses case study research and interviews to demonstrate the creative 
structures that can diversify and expand housing in Downtown Seattle. The three 
types of housing explored in this report are: 

1) High Density Multifamily Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) 
2) Live/Work Units in a Historic District 
3) Midrise Multifamily for Multigenerational Living 

Project Interviews 
The individuals listed below participated in interviews with Seva Workshop staff to 
better explain their projects, challenges, and potential connections to the Downtown 
Regional Center Plan. Their comments are integrated throughout this report, and we 
thank them for their valuable insights.  

•• Kaitlin Boyce, Associate Principal at Spectrum Development Solutions 
•• Grace Kim, Principal at Schemata Workshop 
•• Wendy Holmes and Jessi Fett at Artspace 
•• Wendy Gilmore, Office Manager and Resident at Project Artaud 

Policy Landscape 
The below policies summarize the most recent and relevant policy updates in Seattle, 
relevant to housing development Downtown.  

City Ordinance 126854 – Shortening Design Review Process for 
Affordable Housing 
In July 2023, the Seattle City Council approved legislation to streamline the Design 
Review process and reduce the amount of time it takes for new affordable housing 
projects to get approved. Developers who comply with the Mandatory Housing 
Affordability (MHA) performance option of building affordable units onsite can choose 
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the shorter Administrative Design Review rather than the full Design Review.4 This 
policy was in place during the pandemic and proved successful at reducing barriers to 
building affordable housing, and this ordinance extended the policy for another two 
years. 

In the Washington State Legislature, two bills passed that complement the city 
ordinance. HB 1293 shortens design review processes statewide and SB 5412 exempts 
new housing from the SEPA process. The Mayor’s Office estimates that these policies 
combined could save affordable housing developers 12-15 months of regulatory 
process time.5 

City Ordinance 126917 – 3rd Ave Residential Upzoning 
In October 2023, the Seattle City Council changed zoning along a portion of 3rd Avenue 
from Downtown Retail Core (DRC) to Downtown Mixed Commercial (DMC) to 
encourage more residential units.6 The changes apply to 11 parcels along 3rd Avenue 
between Stewart and Union Streets, as shown in Exhibit 1. Under the new zoning, 
buildings that were previously limited to 170 feet tall now have a maximum height 
limit of up to 440 feet, as shown in Exhibit 2. The area is subject to MHA requirements, 
so any commercial or residential development built will need to include affordable 
units (performance option) or contribute to the City’s fund to build affordable housing 
citywide (payment option).  

The goals of the rezone are to encourage more high-rise development and incentivize 
a new school Downtown.7 Building an elementary school Downtown has been a topic 
of conversation for years, but recent budget shortages and school closures may delay 
this vision. However, the rezone could allow for the future potential for a school 
thanks to podium height and residential tower height bonuses. 

 
4 CB 126854, July 2023 
5 Housen, Jamie, “Mayor Harrell Advances Design Review Process Changes to Boost Long-Term 
Production of Affordable Housing,” Office of the Mayor, 2023. 
6 CB 120632, September 2023 
7 Trumm, Doug, “Seattle Council Approves Batch of Harrell’s Downtown Activation Plan 
Rezones,” The Urbanist, 2023. 
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Image source: The Seattle Times, from Seattle OPCD, 2023. 

Exhibit 2: Zoning Change Comparison 

 

Image Source: The Urbanist, 2023. 

Exhibit 1: Downtown Rezone Allows for More Housing 
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City Ordinance 127054 – Office-to-residential Conversion 
In July 2024, the Seattle City Council approved legislation to support the conversion of 
existing office buildings to residential use. Downtown Seattle has experienced high 
vacancy rates, estimated at 25.6% in the fourth quarter of 2023, and this legislation 
reduces regulatory barriers in hopes of creating more housing in currently vacant 
office space.8 

This new legislation applies in all Downtown zones, all Commercial (C) and 
Neighborhood Commercial (NC) zones, and all Seattle Mixed (SM) zones. To encourage 
development, conversion projects are exempt from Design Review standards and MHA 
requirements. The ordinance language anticipates that 12 projects will be converted 
into housing Downtown over the next seven years; the City will monitor their success 
and consider adjustments or expansions to the program, as appropriate.9 

TYPE 1: HIGH-DENSITY MULTIFAMILY 
TOD 
This project type addresses the need for additional family-oriented housing 
Downtown. These units should aim to hit a range of affordability levels and are most 
likely to be rentals, although a mix of ownership and rental projects could be 
beneficial. Integration of mixed uses would also allow for maximized community 
benefit. Implementation of projects that meet this description would be expected at 
light rail station areas or along the 3rd Avenue bus corridor.  

Key Characteristics: 
•• High-rise multifamily project near a Downtown transit hub 
•• Inclusive of larger units, with at least 2 or 3 bedrooms 
•• Example residents: Family who wants a car-free lifestyle with access to 

Downtown’s employment opportunities and urban amenities 

Case study examples:  
•• Orenda at Othello Square 
•• Station House in Capitol Hill  

  

 
8 Office Vacancy Rate from Colliers Seattle Office Report, Q4 2023 
9 CB 120761, July 2024 
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Case Study 1.1: Orenda at Othello Square 
  

Image Source: Spectrum Development Solutions 

Completed 
in 2021 

176 rental units 
40% income-restricted  

49,000 SF 
Healthcare/Childcare  
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Project Description 
Orenda at Othello Square is a mixed-use, mixed-income TOD building near the Othello 
light rail station in South Seattle. Orenda offers 176 rental units across seven floors 
that range from studios to 3-bedroom apartments, accommodating a range of family 
sizes. Seventy-two units are affordable for households between 65-80% AMI and will 
remain affordable for at least 20 years, made possible through the Multifamily Tax 
Exemption (MFTE) and an impact equity investment from Seattle Children’s Hospital. 

The project was partially financed through a HUD 221(d)(4) loan program which offers 
a 40-year fixed-rate loan that bridges from construction through occupancy.10 
Traditionally, construction loans convert to permanent financing, so this HUD loan 
was essential for securing a guaranteed long-term repayment rate from the onset of 
the project. This ended up having an outsized benefit for project finances, given the 
fluctuation in interest rates that happened between 2021 and 2023. 

The building’s development was part of a master planning process for the Othello 
station area which has included extensive community engagement. Community 
feedback led to the inclusion of more family-sized units and a suite of amenities in this 
project and on adjacent sites that offer supportive services for youth. The ground floor 
of this building houses the Odessa Brown Children’s Clinic, part of the Seattle 
Children’s network of providers. It includes both a primary care clinic and a dental 
office. There is also a Tiny Tots childcare center offering onsite daycare for residents or 
employees. Next to the Orenda site is the Salish Sea Elementary School, which opened 
in 2021.   

Challenges and Takeaways:  
In our interview, Spectrum Development Solutions identified several project 
challenges for this unique development:  

•• Mixed-use properties present unique complexities in design and operation. 
This project has experienced extra challenges with maintaining safe and 
convenient access for both residents and the healthcare/childcare uses. Fire 
separation between these uses is also an issue, and there has been at least one 
instance where a small kitchen fire in a residential unit led to sprinkler 
deployment in the clinic, causing damage to expensive medical equipment. 
Another area of conflict has been parking – securing spaces that meet the needs of 
both tenants and employees required extra negotiations and trial and error to 
establish a workable routine. Spectrum notes that a key to the project’s 
ongoing success was a lengthy but clear delineation of ownership and 

 
10 https://www.hud.gov/program_offices/housing/mfh/progdesc/rentcoophsg221d3n4  
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responsibilities between the building owners and commercial space owners 
(Seattle Children’s) at the project’s onset. 

•• Inclusion of larger rental units does not ensure that families will occupy them. 
Fair housing laws restrict how much a building’s owner can “choose” their 
tenants, provided the applicant meets qualifications. Despite affirmative 
marketing campaigns and the inclusion of family-oriented amenities, Spectrum 
notes that many of their larger units are occupied by adult roommates rather than 
families with children. They report some success with the vision that employees at 
the healthcare clinic could live in the building. The units are still meeting a need 
for housing that exists in the community, but it isn’t precisely matching the 
intention of the build.  

•• The property was built as part of a master planned development site, but 
other projects from the coordinated vision are stalled. The Orenda project was 
intended to couple with the school site (built), an “Opportunity Center” combining 
community serving commercial space and affordable rental units (stalled), an 
affordable homeownership project (stalled), and a shared plaza for community 
gathering (stalled).11 The construction timeline for the unrealized buildings in the 
development is unclear at the time of this report due to administrative 
complications, environmental cleanup, and pandemic cost increases,12 leaving the 
residents of Orenda on a block that feels unfinished for the foreseeable future. 
HomeSight reports that financing challenges have also contributed to their delay, 
as appetite for risk associated with unconventional project profiles impacted their 
plans during the pandemic. They have restructured the financing plans and 
continue moving forward but have also found the HUD financing partnership to be 
administratively onerous. Monthly meetings between these development 
partners continue, but ultimately the owners of Orenda do not have the 
power to realize the full vision of the site.  

  

 
11 Homesight, “Othello Square,” 2024. 
12 South Seattle Emerald, 2021. 
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Case Study 1.2: Station House in Capitol Hill 

Image Source: Community Roots Housing 

Completed 
in 2020 

110 rental units 
100% income-restricted 

Offers a 1,400-square-foot 
community room for rent 
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Project Description 
Station House is an affordable housing development directly adjacent to the Capitol 
Hill light rail station. Spread across seven floors, all 110 units are affordable to 
households with incomes of 30-60% AMI and range in size from studios to 3-bedroom 
apartments. Sound Transit sold land adjacent to the station to Community Roots 
Housing, a local affordable housing developer. Residents enjoy direct access to the 
light rail, along with shared amenities such as a rooftop lounge, BBQ space, garden 
area/pea patch, bike storage, and 1,400 square foot ground level community room. 

“In Seattle, low-wage workers and communities of color are pushed out to suburbs where 
bus service is often reliable and infrequent. They’re forced to absorb the costs of car 
ownership, or they have to spend hours commuting to work by transit. That’s why we need 
transit agencies like Sound Transit to do everything in their power to site affordable housing 
near transit hubs.” - Katie Wilson, General Secretary of the Transit Riders Union13 

 
The collection of four TOD buildings around the station, including Station House, were 
funded through the Seattle Housing Levy ($8.7 million), King County ($4.7 million for 
construction), and pre-development funding from Impact Capital and KeyBank.14 
While this building is not mixed use in its program, it is located directly adjacent to 
many commercial spaces offering walkability to restaurants and grocery stores for 
tenants. 

Challenges and Takeaways: 
•• Capitol Hill’s station area development process led to the development of 

Washington’s 80-80-80 policy, which requires transit agencies to support 
affordable housing development at new station areas by land donation. 15 For 
Station House, Community Roots Housing purchase land without discount, 
although it can be noted that the market-rate developers for Connection on 
Broadway (the remaining 3 of 4 TOD sites in Capitol Hill) were only offered land 
leases rather than an option to purchase. Today, Sound Transit must  transfer 80% 
of land used for light rail construction staging to developers who will make at least 
80% of new units on the TOD site affordable to households at or below 80% AMI. 
With this policy in place the potential/tentative new light rail stations from 
the Ballard Link Extension project proposed in Denny, the CID, and Midtown 
will result in significant affordable housing development and offer the 
opportunity for a coordinated station area program.16  

 
13 “This Seattle Affordable Housing Project Is a Transit Rider’s Dream,”July 2021 
14 Edlen & Co., “Capitol Hill Station Development,” 2021. 
15 RCW 81.112.350 
16 https://www.soundtransit.org/system-expansion/ballard-link-extension  
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•• Schemata staff echoed concerns heard from the Orenda project, that larger 
unit sizes do not guarantee family tenants. As experienced in Othello, the 3-
bedroom units in Station House, though very popular, are often occupied by 
individuals living as roommates rather than the intended family occupants. 
Schemata staff also mentioned that the use of units as short-term rentals (e.g. 
Airbnb) has been a concern. Lease agreements should cite the Seattle regulations 
for short-term rentals, which restrict operators to a maximum of two properties if 
one is their primary residence. Ensuring affordable housing units relieve cost 
burden for low-income households should be the top priority for unit design 
and lease structure, regardless of the makeup of the household(s) in the 
unit.  

TYPE 2: LIVE/WORK UNITS IN A 
HISTORIC DISTRICT 
Downtown neighborhoods like Pioneer Square and the CID have galleries and creative 
space centered around the arts, but affordable housing is scarce. Live/work units 
provide flexible and affordable space for artists to support their livelihoods and build 
community with other artists. This section describes examples of live/work 
developments in historic districts, taking into account building retrofits and historic 
preservation regulations. 

Key Characteristics: 
•• Adaptive reuse of an existing historic building for a residential purpose, with a 

focus on either Pioneer Square or the CID 
•• Units are designed as live/work spaces for artists 
•• Example residents: a local artist with a child and partner who shows in multiple 

nearby galleries and teaches at Pratt 

Case study examples:  
•• Tashiro Kaplan Artist Lofts in Pioneer Square 
•• Project Artaud in San Francisco  
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Case Study 2.1: Tashiro Kaplan Artist Lofts in Pioneer Square  

 

 

 

 

 

  

Tashiro-Kaplan building in early 1900s 
Image source: Artspace, 2024. 

Completed 
in 2004 

50 live/work rental units 
100% income-restricted 

28 commercial arts-related 
entities on ground floor 

Present-day building with 6 stories of 
housing for artists and their families, 
gallery space, and studios.  
Image source: Art&Seek, 2014. 
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Project Description 
The Tashiro Kaplan Artist Lofts houses 50 artists and their families in the historic 
district of Pioneer Square. The building was previously two separate structures and 
was formerly occupied by a hardware shop, farmers market, social services, and was 
used as a staging ground for the 3rd Ave bus tunnel. Community activism and an 
initiative of the City of Seattle Office of Planning and Community Development led to 
the site’s redevelopment as a 6-story building with 1-, 2-, and 3-bedroom units. The 
project was designed to address an identified need to preserve housing Downtown for 
the artist community.  

Given the site’s age, the conversion to housing included upgraded ADA accessibility, 
seismic retrofits, and life safety systems. Following historic preservation regulations, 
the bronze pivot windows, stucco beams, and columns of the original façade were 
replicated with modern materials to mimic the original external aesthetics.17 All 50 
units are income-restricted affordable housing, available to households with incomes 
of 30-60% AMI. When prospective renters apply for housing, they are asked to describe 
their art form, identify how this type of live/work space would benefit their practice, 
and confirm expectations about common living and shared areas. This process allows 
the building to maintain its preference for artist tenants. On the ground floor, 28 
commercial arts-related entities operate, including 15 independent galleries. Many of 
the galleries are open to the public on certain days and participate in the First 
Thursday Art Walk in Pioneer Square every month, providing cultural anchors for the 
arts community and visitors alike. 

“Artists stabilize neighborhoods, add people on the street—a huge public safety factor—and 
bring in new businesses to cater to those artists and the visitors they attract. There’s 
growing awareness nationally of the ways in which artists make neighborhoods vibrant.” 
 - Jim Kelley, former Executive Director of 4Culture18 

 
The Tashiro Kaplan Artist Lofts project was developed by Artspace, an organization 
whose mission is to “create, foster, and preserve space for the creative sector.” They 
respond to community requests for project support in 23 states across the country. 
Outside of Minneapolis, where Artspace is headquartered, all units are rentals. In 
addition to creating affordable housing, they provide technical assistance and help 
artists fill out paperwork, a burden common to artists because of their varied sources 
of income. Their work is grassroots-oriented – they operate in communities where 
they are invited rather than seeking out properties for redevelopment.  

 
17 Berkman, Madeline, The Tashiro Kaplan Building: A Case Study, 2021. 
18 Lefevre, Camille, “Is affordable artist live/work housing the new normal?”, 2016 



City of Seattle • Downtown Regional Center Plan 2025 
 

    
  DOWNTOWN HOUSING STUDY  16 

  

Artspace leverages a range of funding sources and incentive programs to make their 
projects feasible. While not all were used in the Tashiro development, funding sources 
that can be used for live/work developments include the Washington State 
Department of Commerce Housing Trust Fund and their HOME Rental Development 
Program, City and County Economic Development Funds, Federal Home Loan Banks, 
LIHTC, Tax Increment Financing, and Historic Tax Credits (for historic buildings). 
Philanthropic funding sources contributed 5-15% of project costs and include 
4Culture, Paul G. Allen Family Foundation, Building for the Arts, Raynier Institute & 
Foundation, Seattle Foundation, South Downtown Foundation, U.S. Bancorp 
Foundation, and Washington Mutual Foundation.19 

Challenges and Takeaways:  
•• Land acquisition costs is a key barrier to development in high-cost markets 

like Downtown Seattle. Artspace staff note that land donation or discounted 
transfers is key to their work in expensive areas, and this was integral for the 
Tashiro project.20 This concept is reflected in workforce housing projects, when 
employers will secure housing for their employees at rates that are better 
matched to their income than can be found in private markets. A development in 
Downtown Denver is spearheading an urban model for this concept, pairing a 
large commercial office site with income-restricted workforce housing on a 
centrally located Downtown site. 21 Creative development models provide 
inspiration for offering permanently affordable housing for specific groups, 
like artists. 

•• Federal legislation has paved the way to make artist-specific housing 
possible. Fair housing legislation restricts a building owner from discriminating 
against tenants based on a number of factors, such as race and disability status. A 
special exception, however, has been included in this policy language that allows 
for projects to have a special focus on creative sectors. Section 42 of the U.S. Tax 
Code states that “a project does not fail to meet the general public use 
requirement solely because of occupancy restrictions or preferences that favor 
tenants who are involved in artistic or literary activities.”22 Because of this 
exemption, it is legal to give housing preference to people who take part in 
creative pursuits. 

 
19 Artspace, Tashiro Kaplan Artist Lofts, 2024. 
20 King County previously owned the property site and sold it to Artspace for $1.2 million, 
despite valuation for $3 million at the time.  
21 https://www.denverurbanspectrum.com/2024/07/31/new-workforce-housing-development-
coming-to-downtown-denver/  
22 Cornell Law School, U.S. Tax Code, 2024. 
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Case Study 2.2: Project Artaud in San Francisco 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

Completed 
in 1971 

79 live/work 
rental units 

4 performance spaces and 
10 creative non-profits on-site 

American Can Company factory in 1929 
Image source: San Francisco Public Library 

Present-day Project Artaud 
Image source: Project Artaud 



City of Seattle • Downtown Regional Center Plan 2025 
 

    
  DOWNTOWN HOUSING STUDY  18 

  

Project Description 
Project Artaud is San Francisco’s first live/work project, developed in the city’s Mission 
District in the historic American Can Company factory building, now home to over 100 
artists of all disciplines. The core of Project Artaud’s identity originated in the theater 
community, but now has equal representation from all the arts. The 79 live/work units 
occupy 3 floors of the historic and commercial space is occupied by performance and 
rehearsal spaces, as well as a flexible space for short- and long-term artistic 
residencies. The residential units are priced well below market rate, but renting at 
Project Artaud is not income restricted. 

A non-profit organization, also called Project Artaud, runs the building and raises 
money through grants, member dues, and rental income. The building itself was 
originally purchased through a loan made possible by a down payment from a private 
individual, which Project Artaud paid off over the course of a decade. Building 
management is composed of a board of directors who also live in the building. 
Member dues create a self-sustaining model where residents contribute to a fund to 
cover general expenses. Decisions are built on consensus, with changes to bylaws and 
house rules determined by a collective vote. 

Because Project Artaud is resident-driven, there are many admin and maintenance 
tasks that resident volunteers take on. Rents in the building are about one quarter to 
one half of neighboring rates for comparable unit sizes because residents do most of 
the building upkeep themselves.  

“Giving people agency and control over their lives makes them more invested.”  
- Wendy Gilmore, office manager and resident at Project Artaud 

A unique aspect of Project Artaud’s financials is the passing along of home repair costs 
to the next tenant. Residents are not able to make money from improving their unit, 
but they can recoup the costs. If a resident replaces a toilet, for example, they pay out 
of pocket and get reimbursed by the incoming tenant for the toilet when they leave. As 
such, each unit is unique in its design and price, based upon the previous tenants’ 
upgrades. 

As a non-profit, Project Artaud is allowed to host income-generating activities in its 
building, so they rent out four performing arts spaces and a sculpture studio to non-
residents. They offer short and long-term residencies for these spaces, which 
individuals and partner organizations use for studio space, shows, workshops, and 
events. Rents here are higher than in the residential spaces, yet not as high as 
prevailing market rates in San Francisco in keeping with their mission to serve the arts 
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community. This expands the ways in which the building offers community benefits 
and acts as a creative stronghold in the neighborhood.  

Challenges and Takeaways:  
•• Project Artaud’s status as a non-profit entity allows more flexibility in project 

design and function. The building was originally purchased by a philanthropic 
funder and operation as a non-profit means that they do not have to follow 
predetermined income thresholds or tenant selection processes. They can operate 
their commercial spaces for a profit that, in turn, benefits the non-profit entity. 
This building was purchased in 1971, however, and replication of this model 
is challenging with the cost of buildings in today’s financial climate.  

•• Rents are reduced in exchange for a high level of participation from residents 
in the maintenance and care of the building. Not all tenants are interested in 
playing this role, however, leading to friction among the Board and its members. 
Even for those willing to put in the time, it can be a challenge to expertly maintain 
and care for historic structures. Running a highly involved, tenant-run building 
program is difficult and requires a strong collective of invested individuals.  
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TYPE 3: MIDRISE MULTIFAMILY FOR 
MULTIGENERATIONAL LIVING 
Most new housing units built in Seattle have been studios and one-bedroom units, 
which doesn’t accommodate multigenerational families. This third housing type 
creates opportunities for families to live together Downtown. Particularly in 
neighborhoods like the CID that have large elder populations, multigenerational 
housing is essential for keeping residents and families in place. Another aspect of this 
model is long-term rentals or homeownership to improve stability and resist 
displacement. 

Key Characteristics: 
•• Midrise buildings with a range of unit sizes  
•• Creative ownership opportunities or management structures that encourage 

longevity within the neighborhood for tenants 
•• Focus on application in the CID neighborhood 
•• Example residents: multigenerational households with longstanding ties to the 

CID looking to live in the neighborhood, but facing displacement risk  

Case study examples: 
•• Capitol Hill Urban Cohousing 
•• Columbus United Cooperative in San Francisco 
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Case Study 3.1: Capitol Hill Urban Cohousing 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

View of shared interior courtyard and units that 
face each other 

Image source: Architizer 

Completed 
in 2016 

9 long-term 
rental units 

Shared rooftop garden, 
community kitchen, and courtyard 

Shared rooftop garden 
overlooking Downtown Seattle 

Image source: Berger Partnership 
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Project Description 
Capitol Hill Urban Cohousing (CHUC) is a 9-unit, 5-story development with a shared 
management model, where building decisions are participatory and made through 
resident consensus. The family-sized units (2- and 3-bedrooms) encourage 
multigenerational living in an urban setting. Many cohousing communities are lower 
density, suburban, and include expensive ownership housing units. CHUC, however, is 
only 9 units, located in an urban setting, and under a long-term rental model that aims 
keep its pricing at lower-than-market rates. Project architect and resident, Grace Kim, 
said that this size of building is a good fit for cohousing projects and is well-sized for 
many of Seattle’s lowrise or midrise density zones. 

CHUC is an example of a successful cohousing community that fits within a denser 
urban fabric. Residents enjoy shared access to a rooftop farm, outdoor seating area, 
central courtyard, bike parking, and a common area with a large kitchen and dining 
room. The open space and courtyards make the building attractive for families 
because children can play in shared spaces with neighborly supervision. Compared to 
single-family neighborhoods with fences and private yards, this multifamily cohousing 
model allows for an expansion of the nuclear household where neighbors offer 
community support. 

The property was originally purchased and developed by Schemata Workshop and 
operates under a long-term rental model. The long-term rental model, in contrast to 
an ownership building, allowed the project to take advantage of the MFTE program 
where 2 of the 9 units are dedicated as income-restricted affordable. However, at the 
time it was built the City did not require the provision of affordable housing—
Schemata chose this model because of their values.  

“The City should get out of the way, cut down on unnecessary regulations, and make it 
easier for developers to create sustainable and affordable housing.”  
-Grace Kim, Schemata Workshop 

Challenges and Takeaways:  
•• The design review process added time and complexity to the development 

process. Schemata staff describe the design review process as “onerous.” They 
were required to fight for the ability to include a higher percentage of shared open 
spaces, lengthening their review and approval cycle. Discretionary review cycles 
can be tough for projects that are making decisions outside of the norm and 
feel punitive toward those pursuing creativity and innovation in housing 
development.  

•• When developed, there was no requirement for affordable housing in the 
zoning code. This led Schemata down a challenging and cumbersome process of 
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understanding the regulations and incentive programs that were available to help 
align with their vision of providing affordability in an expensive area. The decision 
to include affordable units and larger unit sizes do not fit development norms in 
Seattle and reduce the profit margin of multifamily buildings, but the larger units 
in CHUC remain in high demand. The integration of MHA policy in this 
neighborhood addresses the need for inclusionary housing policy, although a 
building as small as CHUC today is only required to include 1 affordable unit – or 
can forego inclusion by paying a fee. Without policy and financial support, 
relying on developer initiative is unlikely to result in the creation of a large 
number of projects that resemble this multifamily cohousing model.  
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Case Study 3.2: Columbus United Cooperative in San 
Francisco 
 

 

 

 

  

21 housing units above the Asian Law 
Caucus 

Image source: San Francisco Community 
Land Trust 

Completed 
in 2006 

21 ownership 
units 

Preserved in historic Chinatown 
through community activism 

Chinese residents enjoy their renovated 
apartments at 53 Columbus Avenue 

Image source: SFGATE, 2009 
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Project Description 
The Columbus United Cooperative is a 21-unit, 3-story mixed-use building in San 
Francisco’s historic Chinatown neighborhood. The building was at risk of demolition 
in the early 2000s as a nearby local college looked to expand its campus.23 The 
building’s low-income Chinese American tenants organized with the Asian Law Caucus 
and Chinatown Community Development Center to fight eviction. They won, and the 
property is now owned by the San Francisco Community Land Trust (SFCLT) who 
commissioned seismic retrofits and other needed renovations through city-funded 
programs and private financing. The Asian Law Caucus occupies the ground floor, and 
the building still houses original residents.24 

The building operates under a limited equity co-op model, which offers 
homeownership opportunities that maintain an income-restricted status in 
perpetuity, while SFCLT owns the land. When a resident moves out, they resell their 
unit up to a pre-determined price ceiling to retain affordability for the next owner. 
Price ceilings reflect changes to the market, so owners will never lose money by living 
in the co-op (although their financial gains are capped, in contrast to ownership in a 
traditional condominium). Residents also pay monthly fees to cover building costs 
such as property taxes, maintenance, and insurance. 

The land trust model is one approach to offering homeownership opportunities for 
low-income households. In an urban area such as San Francisco which has 
experienced widespread gentrification and displacement, ownership offers residents 
the opportunity to benefit from the value increases they help create as members of 
the community. In San Francisco’s Chinatown, where many residents are immigrants 
with limited English proficiency, access to property ownership is a big challenge.  

“We have very stable, very secure housing for low-income people. They’re free to use their 
money in other ways, like to educate children or start a small business.” 
– Amy Beinart, former Organizational Director at SFCLT25 

The Columbus United Cooperative is an excellent example of successful community 
organizing combatting displacement pressure in an urban neighborhood. Without 
intervention, the long-term Chinese tenants would have been displaced. Now, thanks 
to the limited equity co-op model, residents can remain in place for an affordable 
price and benefit from community land value increases over time. 

 
23 Paul, Cory, “Chinatown land trust helps low-income housing,” SFGATE, 2009. 
24 San Francisco Community Land Trust, 2024. 
25 Paul, Cory, “Chinatown land trust helps low-income housing,” SFGATE, 2009. 
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Challenges and Takeaways:  
•• Displacement of the cultural communities that define a neighborhood’s 

identity creates harmful ripple effects that can be challenging to quantify. 
Fighting the redevelopment of property and displacement of long-term residents 
in urban neighborhoods is expensive and requires a depth of legal understanding 
that many immigrant communities do not have access to. Retrofitting older 
buildings to meet seismic codes is also expensive and difficult. Those who build 
and manage low-income housing within neighborhoods defined by immigrant 
identities, such as Seattle’s CID, are limited in their ability to ensure that tenants 
reflect the area’s cultural communities of origin. Affirmative marketing 
strategies and right to return policies are examples of approaches that help 
address the desire to maintain the cultural identity of a neighborhood. 

•• Without community partnerships, vulnerable residents are more susceptible 
to displacement. Partnerships were a big reason for the success of this project. 
The Asian Law Caucus and Chinatown Community Development Center supported 
low-income residents and used their advocacy expertise to keep their neighbors in 
place. Additionally, SFCLT played an influential role in acquiring the property so it 
could remain permanently affordable. Community land trusts are a proven 
strategy for integrating affordable homeownership within a historic 
district. 

CONCLUSIONS AND TAKEAWAYS 
It is challenging to maintain affordability and inclusivity in residential housing when 
it’s located in an attractive and successful Downtown neighborhood. These areas are 
often among a city’s most expensive properties and interventions are needed to 
ensure that the heart of a city is accessible to families, artists, and a wide and diverse 
range of cultural communities. The case studies outlined in this report highlight three 
different models for housing that can accommodate these groups within Seattle’s 
Downtown fabric. A few overarching takeaways include: 

•• Many of these projects are described by their developers as unique “unicorns,” 
defying conventional models for residential projects. One-off projects can serve 
important purposes but are limited in their scale of impact. The City will have to 
weigh the cost and benefit of financial support for niche projects (such as midrise 
artist lofts and culturally specific co-ops) and broader policy initiatives (such as 
affordable housing legislation and high-density TOD funding). 

•• Fair housing legislation protects tenant rights and makes it challenging to 
predetermine desired tenant types. Units that may be intended for family 
households or members of a certain cultural community cannot be legally 
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designated as such. A policy exemption for creative sectors does help allow for 
housing specifically for artists. 

•• Design review is seen as a barrier to success for innovative projects. Atypical 
design choices can lead to lengthy design reviews, even if the choices support 
broader citywide goals such as long-term rentals and affordable housing. 
Reducing legislative and administrative barriers can help encourage innovation, 
as seen in recent policy making these changes for office to residential conversion 
projects. The City of Seattle is currently undergoing study and engagement related 
to its design review program, with aims to reduce barriers in the development 
process across the city.26  

•• Coordinated efforts between public agencies, non-profit partners, and values-
aligned developers is the key to success for many of the identified case studies. 
Active effort on the part of government institutions helped make several of the 
identified case studies possible, such as the Kaplan Tashiro Lofts in Pioneer 
Square and Orenda in Othello. In other cases, like Project Artaud and Columbus 
United, grassroots efforts by community organizations and activists were key. In 
all cases, dedication, funding, and high levels of support were needed to realize 
the vision of the initiative. 

 
26 https://www.theurbanist.org/2024/08/26/seattle-inches-to-design-review-overhaul/  



Housing Plans & Policies 
Technical Report

Date: 

Prepared for:	  
	

Prepared by: 

April 8, 2025

Seattle Downtown Regional 
Center Plan

BAE Urban Economics



bae urban economics 

San Francisco Sacramento Los Angeles Washington DC Atlanta New York City 
      

www.bae1.com 

MMeemmoorraanndduumm  
  
  
TToo:: Erica Bush, Urban Centers Planner 

Jesse London, Urban Centers Planner 
Rhiannon Sinclair, Agency  
Brie Hensold, Agency  

 
FFrroomm:: Paul Peninger, MCP, Principal 
 
DDaattee::    April 8, 2025  
 
RRee:: Housing Strategies for the Downtown Seattle Regional Center Plan 
 
IInnttrroodduuccttiioonn  
Over the past decade, Downtown Seattle has emerged as the city’s fastest growing residential 
neighborhood.  While Downtown continues to be a major employment center and regional hub 
for retail, food, arts and culture, residential development is also an increasingly important part 
of the character of Downtown’s diverse neighborhoods.    
 
As part of the preparation of the Downtown Seattle Regional Center Plan, this memo outlines a 
comprehensive set of housing strategies to ensure that Downtown’s growing housing stock 
serves the full diversity of Seattle households by age, income, family type and special housing 
needs.  Considering existing initiatives and programs sponsored by City agencies, the Seattle 
Housing Authority, and various nonprofit organizations and developers, the strategies 
proposed here will inform housing programs and policies to be included in the Downtown 
Regional Center Plan.   
 
PPrroocceessss  aanndd  RRaacciiaall  EEqquuiittyy  TTooooll  OOuuttccoommeess    
The strategies presented here build directly on existing conditions and policy analyses 
prepared by BAE, Agency, SEVA, the City of Seattle and other project partners.   They also build 
on extensive outreach efforts conducted for the Regional Plan and incorporate input from 
Seattle residents, nonprofit organizations, housing developers and other key stakeholders.  
 
Importantly, the memo refers to and addresses specific proposed actions identified in the 
Racial Equity Tool (RET) Outcomes for the Downtown Regional Center Plan and described fully 
in other Plan documents.  The specific Downtown RET outcome for housing is as follows:  
 
Access to Housing: Downtown offers diverse housing options that support where people are in 
their lives without creating a cost burden. 
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DDoowwnnttoowwnn  RReeggiioonnaall  CCeenntteerr  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhooooddss    
The Downtown Regional Center Plan Area is composed of five distinct neighborhoods with very 
different socioeconomic conditions and community needs.  The strategies described below 
recognize the differences across neighborhoods by providing policies and programs that either 
apply to Downtown as a whole or to one or more of the distinct neighborhood subareas. As 
analyzed in other Plan documents and the City’s socioeconomic equity index1, Downtown 
Seattle comprises both “highest equity priority” neighborhoods (e.g., Pioneer Square and 
Chinatown-International District) and neighborhoods with relatively low equity priority rankings 
(e.g., Belltown and Denny Triangle). The strategies and actions have been developed 
accounting for the differences in socioeconomic needs across the Plan Area.  
 
SSuummmmaarryy  ooff  HHoouussiinngg  NNeeeeddss  aanndd  PPoolliiccyy  IImmpplliiccaattiioonnss    
To provide additional context and support for the strategies developed below, the following 
portion of this memo summarize major themes, findings, and policy recommendations from 
the Economic, Real Estate and Housing Existing Conditions Report prepared by BAE for the 
Downtown Regional Center Plan.  
 
BByy  22004444  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  iiss  PPrroojjeecctteedd  ttoo  bbee  tthhee  CCiittyy’’ss  LLaarrggeesstt  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd,,  RReeqquuiirriinngg  
NNeeeedd  ffoorr  OOnnggooiinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg  IInnvveessttmmeenntt. Downtown Seattle has added a significant 
supply of new housing in recent years, estimated at nearly 20,000 new housing units between 
2010 and 2024, and by 2044 is projected to grow by 13,500 additional housing units.  Along 
with high rates of overpayment2, overcrowding is a significant problem reported by many 
moderate- and lower-income families across Downtown neighborhoods.  Achieving many of the 
RET outcomes and other key policy goals for Downtown will require additional affordable 
housing investments as well as new public service and social infrastructure to support future 
residential development.  
 
DDoowwnnttoowwnn  hhaass  SSuuffffiicciieenntt  CCaappaacciittyy  ttoo  AAccccoommmmooddaattee  FFuuttuurree  GGrroowwtthh,,  bbuutt  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnvveessttmmeennttss  
iinn  CCoommmmuunniittyy  AAmmeenniittiieess  aanndd  BBaassiicc  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  aarree  CCrriittiiccaall  ttoo  EEnnssuurriinngg  IInncclluussiivvee  aanndd  
EEqquuiittaabbllee  GGrroowwtthh. According to the Land Use Analysis prepared by Seva Workshop for the 
Downtown Regional Center Plan, Downtown has sufficient zoned capacity to accommodate 
future growth estimates. However, investments in the public realm, basic infrastructure, 
transportation infrastructure, cultural institutions, and community amenities are necessary to 
ensure that future development is both equitable and inclusive and does not exert pressure on 
existing residents, businesses, and community institutions.  In addition, the provision of 
affordable housing, noted above, is needed to ensure future development does not lead to the 
displacement of existing households and residents. 
 

 
1 https://www.arcgis.com/apps/mapviewer/index.html?layers=3a6bcc7fa4c14c4daabdb1cd8f329758 
 
2 Defined as paying 30 percent or more of gross household income towards total housing costs.   
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DDoowwnnttoowwnn’’ss  HHoouussiinngg  MMaarrkkeett  iiss  RReellaattiivveellyy  RRoobbuusstt  DDeessppiittee  CCuurrrreenntt  CChhaalllleennggeess  ttoo  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  
FFeeaassiibbiilliittyy..  Both rental and for-sale housing remains in comparatively high demand in 
Downtown Seattle, and the cost of housing Downtown is generally higher than elsewhere in 
the city, particularly in terms of rental rates in multifamily residential properties.   
  
DDoowwnnttoowwnn  SSeeaattttllee  hhaass  aa  CCoommppaarraattiivveellyy  HHiigghh  PPooppuullaattiioonn  ooff  BBootthh  HHiigghheerr--IInnccoommee  aanndd  EExxttrreemmeellyy  
LLooww--IInnccoommee  HHoouusseehhoollddss  wwiitthh  LLiimmiitteedd  HHoouussiinngg  OOppttiioonnss  ffoorr  LLooww--  aanndd  MMooddeerraattee--IInnccoommee  
HHoouusseehhoollddss..  The Downtown Regional Center contains nearly twice the share of extremely low-
income households relative to the City of Seattle and Puget Sound Region.  Approximately 24 
percent of Downtown residents have extremely low incomes, defined as 30 percent or less of 
the HUD Area Median Income (AMI).  Extremely low-income households account for only 14.6 
percent and 12.4 percent in the City of Seattle and Puget Sound Region, respectively.  By 
contrast, the Downtown area contains a similar proportion of above moderate-income 
households, or those households with incomes above 100 percent of AMI, relative to the City 
and Region.  As a result, Downtown is home to proportionally fewer households with incomes 
between 30 percent and 100 percent of AMI.    
 
MMaannyy  EExxiissttiinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg  DDeevveellooppmmeennttss  FFaaccee  EExxppiirriinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbiilliittyy  RReessttrriiccttiioonnss.   
Downtown Seattle has a substantial existing inventory of affordable residential properties.  
According to HUD data, 76 projects within the Downtown Regional Center have been financed 
in part with the Low-Income Housing Tax Credits (LIHTC) program.  These projects are primarily 
concentrated in Belltown, Pioneer Square, and the CID.  The 76 housing properties include a 
total of 6,163 total units, 94 percent of which are affordable.  Of the 76 projects Downtown, 
15 have expired rent restrictions, with another ten expiring in the next five years. 
 
MMaannddaattoorryy  HHoouussiinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbiilliittyy  ((MMHHAA))  RReeqquuiirreemmeennttss  ffoorr  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  WWiillll  AAdddd  ttoo  tthhee  FFuuttuurree  
IInnvveennttoorryy  ooff  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg.  MHA requirements for new development will aid in expanding 
the affordable housing inventory Downtown and throughout the city.  New multifamily 
residential development in Seattle must either include affordable units in the development 
(performance option) or contribute to the Office of Housing’s affordable housing development 
fund (payment option).  However, the funding raised by MHA requirements is sensitive to the 
broader development landscape.  In 2023 the program brought in $67 million, 15 percent 
below the $75 million in 2022, due to a private development slowdown in the face of 
increasing construction costs and high interest rates. 
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GGooaallss  aanndd  PPoolliiccyy  DDiirreeccttiioonnss  FFrraammeewwoorrkk  
The proposed policies below fall into three major categories: Production; Preservation; and 
Protection. The policies also encompass for-sale/shared ownership housing types that provide 
opportunities for equity building and wealth creation for low- and moderate-income 
households.  The goals and policies address the priority housing needs identified for 
Downtown Seattle and incorporate feedback received from community members, housing 
advocates, developers, and other key stakeholders.  Following each major goal are a set of 
related policies and proposed implementing actions or programs.  
 
GGooaall  11::  GGrrooww  aanndd  DDiivveerrssiiffyy  tthhee  SSuuppppllyy  ooff  HHoouussiinngg  ffoorr  AAllll  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  RReessiiddeennttss..    As the 
Downtown housing inventory continues to expand, every opportunity should be taken to 
identify opportunities for diversifying and growing the Regional Center’s housing stock by unit 
type, size, tenure, and affordability.   
 
PPoolliiccyy  11..11::  CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  mmoonniittoorr  tthhee  ssuuppppllyy  ooff  llaanndd  aavvaaiillaabbllee  ffoorr  hhoouussiinngg..    Maintain a parcel 
database for City use that allows planning, housing, and economic development staff to 
identify opportunities for future residential development of all types; share this information 
with affordable and market-rate housing developers to advance community objectives.  
Continually seek to have an adequate supply of sites to accommodate future housing needs in 
all Downtown communities.  

a. Maintain and leverage a publicly accessible database of land available for residential 
development.  

b. Identify key housing opportunity sites and proactively address environmental, 
infrastructure and regulatory constraints on future development.    
  

PPoolliiccyy  11..22..    SSiimmpplliiffyy  tthhee  hhoouussiinngg  rreegguullaattoorryy  aanndd  ppeerrmmiittttiinngg  pprroocceessss  ttoo  pprroommoottee  pprroodduuccttiioonn  aanndd  
iinncceennttiivviizzee  tthhee  ccrreeaattiioonn  ooff  mmoorree  ddiivveerrssee  hhoouussiinngg  ttyyppeess..    Although Seattle has done much in 
recent years to facilitate housing development through updated land use and zoning policies, 
the regulatory environment still constrains housing production.    

a. Allow greater flexibility in zoning requirements associated with residential development 
in areas of Downtown currently zoned “Downtown Office Core.” 

b. Reduce the regulatory and financial burdens of periodic Energy Code updates and 
seismic and energy upgrades in historic buildings through incentives and regulatory 
changes. 

c. Consider convening an interdisciplinary team of relevant City departments (OPCD, 
SDCI, etc.) to review the building code update processes to ensure consistency and 
clarity for the development of new residential properties.  

d. Continue to waive State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requirements for all 
residential projects beyond existing State mandated period in September 2025. 

e. Update zoning along Third Avenue from Union to Stewart Streets and east along Union 
and Pike Streets toward Fourth Avenue to encourage residential land uses.   
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PPoolliiccyy  11..33..    LLoowweerr  hhoouussiinngg  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ccoossttss  bbyy  iinncceennttiivviizziinngg  lleessss  ssttrruuccttuurreedd  ppaarrkkiinngg  iinn  nneeww  
hhoouussiinngg  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt..    High  structured parking costs are one of the most significant costs and 
financial constraints for new residential development.  While the City does not have minimum 
parking requirements in downtown, additional efforts can be made to reduce the amount of 
parking provided in individual development projects, leading to improved project feasibility.  
This includes investments in alternative transportation infrastructure and potential district-
level parking strategies.  .    

  
a. Invest in alternative forms of transportation to reduce need for on-site auto parking 
b. Encourage shared, district-level structured parking strategies to reduce project 

development costs and manage parking holistically.  
c. Better utilize existing off-street parking garages through shared parking agreements.  

 
PPoolliiccyy  11..44..    CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  ssuuppppoorrtt  tthhee  aaddaappttiivvee  rreeuussee  ooff  ccoommmmeerrcciiaall  bbuuiillddiinnggss..    Older – including 
historic – office, retail and industrial properties represent an important opportunity for creating 
new housing opportunities through adaptive reuse, particularly in Belltown, Pioneer Square 
and the CID.  
  

a. Leverage the City’s Housing Levy and other existing and new funding sources to 
support the reuse of older offices and other commercial buildings that require seismic 
upgrades and other structural improvements.   

b. Consider adopting a pilot program that funds residential adaptive reuse retrofit costs 
in exchange for long-term deed restrictions requiring that resulting units are available 
and affordable to low- and moderate-income households in perpetuity.    

c. Building on existing City policies such as the recently passed Office to Residential 
Legislation, continue to work with Downtown property owners to adopt flexible zoning 
and development standards for adaptive reuse projects 

 
PPoolliiccyy  11..55..    EEnnccoouurraaggee  tthhee  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  hhoouussiinngg  aanndd  rreellaatteedd  ccoommmmuunniittyy  iinnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  ttoo  
sseerrvvee  ffaammiillyy  hhoouusseehhoollddss,,  sseenniioorrss  aanndd  hhoouusseehhoollddss  wwiitthh  ssppeecciiaall  hhoouussiinngg  nneeeeddss..    
  

a. Expand family-focused services and programming around housing clusters and transit, 
including childcare, neighborhood-serving retail, and play experiences. 

b. Support the creation of housing that provides a mix of units for residents in different 
life stages (live-work housing, accessible senior housing, and family housing). 

c. Work with development projects to provide publicly accessible private open space that 
meets each neighborhood’s goals and needs. 

 
PPoolliiccyy  11..66..  PPaarrttnneerr  wwiitthh  tthhee  pprriivvaattee  sseeccttoorr  ttoo  aaddvvaannccee  iinnnnoovvaattiioonnss  iinn  nneeww  ccoonnssttrruuccttiioonn  
tteecchhnniiqquueess  aanndd  mmaatteerriiaallss..    Funders and developers across the United States are increasingly 
turning to new construction techniques and materials to address rising construction costs.  
The City can provide expanded financing and technical assistance to support efforts to spur 
innovation and lower develop costs and construction time-lines for new housing development.   
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a. Continue to promote emerging green building and sustainable development practices. 
b. Support increased use of innovative construction techniques and materials that are 

both cost effective and time efficient such as mass timber and volumetric modular 
construction.  

c. Work with SDCI to identify and eliminate constraints on the financial feasibility of 
sustainable building practices.  
 

GGooaall  22..  SSuuppppoorrtt  tthhee  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  ooff  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg  aanndd  SSuuppppoorrttiivvee  SSeerrvviicceess.  Although 
Downtown has a significant supply of affordable housing serving lower-income households, the 
need for affordable housing for both individuals and families far exceeds existing resources.  
Land use, regulatory and financial strategies specifically targeted to housing serving lower-
income households are central to ensuring that Downtown’s neighborhoods are both inclusive 
and diverse.  
 
PPoolliiccyy  22..11..  EExxppaanndd  ffuunnddiinngg  aanndd  ffiinnaanncciinngg  rreessoouurrcceess  ffoorr  aaffffoorrddaabbllee  hhoouussiinngg..    Funding tools for 
affordable housing may include resources like the City’s Housing Levy, private efforts such as 
the Amazon Housing Equity Fund and other public and private sources of subsidy for new 
affordable housing development.  Financing tools include bonds, tax credits and exemptions, 
and district-scale financing mechanisms such as tax increment financing (TIF).   
  

a. Continue to support the development of LIHTC-financed affordable housing throughout 
the Downtown Regional Center.  

b. Prioritize affordable housing funding efforts in neighborhoods with the highest 
socioeconomic needs and displacement risks, including the CID and Pioneer Square.   

c. Continue to partner with foundations, Community Development Financial Institutions 
(CDFIs), and private-sector funders to develop new funding sources for affordable 
housing.  

d. Evaluate the feasibility of creating district-scale public-financing mechanisms such as 
TIF.  

e. Leverage the Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) to better incentivize the inclusion of 
affordable housing in market-rate development in alignment with the City’s Mandatory 
Affordable Housing (MHA) ordinance, and expand flexibility to allow horizontally-mixed 
use developments to leverage the MFTE program.  

  
PPoolliiccyy  22..22::  LLeevveerraaggee  vvaaccaanntt,,  uunnddeerruuttiilliizzeedd  aanndd  ppuubblliiccllyy--oowwnneedd  ssiitteess  ffoorr  aaffffoorrddaabbllee  hhoouussiinngg  
ddeevveellooppmmeenntt. Publicly- and privately-owned vacant and/or underutilized sites present strategic 
opportunities for investment in affordable housing.  Particularly as new transit investments 
take place with the attendant consequences for increased land values, community ownership 
of key sites provides a critical hedge against displacement and can ensure a diversity of 
housing types by affordability.  
 

a. Explore opportunities for the acquisition and assembly of privately held vacant sites for 
future affordable housing development.   
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b. Study the feasibility of site acquisition and assembly of key sites and the potential for 
the development of affordable housing.   

c. Conduct outreach to foundations, CDFIs, and other private- and public-sector partners 
to evaluate the feasibility of establishing an acquisition fund for underutilized and 
vacant sites.  

d. Create a comprehensive inventory of publicly-owned sites by agency and create a 
priority list of sites for development with affordable housing and other priority 
community-serving uses (e.g., schools, cultural centers, etc.).  

e. Create an inclusive community-led process for guiding the disposition and 
development of these key sites facilitated either by the City and/or a working group of 
public agencies with land assets located in the Downtown Plan Area. 

 
PPoolliiccyy  22..33..  EExxppaanndd  hhoouussiinngg  ooppttiioonnss  ffoorr  uunnhhoouusseedd  ppeeooppllee. Homelessness remains one of the 
most pressing problems facing Downtown Seattle.  New resources and investments should be 
focused on creating both temporary shelter and services for people experiencing 
homelessness throughout Downtown as well as longer-term service-enriched housing for both 
individuals and families. 
 

a. Create a comprehensive services navigation center in the Commercial Core for 
individuals and families experiencing homelessness. 

b. Invest in additional emergency and short-term shelters with supportive services and 
security.  

c. Work with the Office of Housing, nonprofits, and other key stakeholders to identify new 
opportunities for permanent supportive housing to serve the needs of the unhoused in 
all Downtown neighborhoods.   

 
PPoolliiccyy  22..44..  CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  iimmpplleemmeenntt  aanndd  uuppddaattee  MMaannddaattoorryy  HHoouussiinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbiilliittyy  ((MMHHAA)).  MHA is 
a key tool for creating affordable housing through on-site production of low-income housing 
and contributions to the City’s affordable housing funds.  The City should continue to monitor 
and, as necessary, update MHA as it applies to Downtown, including by adjusting requirements 
to reflect market conditions, support project feasibility, and maximize affordable housing 
outcomes.   
 
GGooaall  33::  PPrreesseerrvvee  EExxiissttiinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg..    Many properties serving lower-income 
households are at risk of conversion to market-rate housing without proactive interventions 
from the City, nonprofit, and private-sector partners. Over the long run, it is more cost effective 
to preserve these housing units than to fund the development of comparable new affordable 
projects, and preservation also acts as a powerful hedge against displacement in 
neighborhoods under increasing redevelopment pressures.   
  
PPoolliiccyy  33..11..  PPrreesseerrvvee  eexxiissttiinngg  mmuullttiiffaammiillyy  aaffffoorrddaabbllee  hhoouussiinngg  wwiitthh  eexxppiirriinngg  iinnccoommee  rreessttrriiccttiioonnss..    
Existing ordinances and programs, such as the City’s first right of refusal law passed in 2019, 
already provide powerful tools for preserving existing affordable housing serving households 
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earning less than 80% of AMI.  But more can be done Downtown to identify and monitor at-risk 
properties and fund their acquisition,   
  

a. Continue outreach to affordable housing property owners to refinance and preserve 
existing affordable housing with currently expired or soon-to-expire affordable housing 
deed restrictions and/or covenants.    

b. Leverage existing funding sources and explore new public and private sources to fund 
the acquisition and refinance of properties at risk of conversion to market-rates.  

 
PPoolliiccyy  33..22..  EExxpplloorree  tthhee  ffeeaassiibbiilliittyy  ooff  iinnvveessttiinngg  iinn  llooww--ccoosstt  mmaarrkkeett--rraattee  pprrooppeerrttiieess  aanndd  ccoonnvveerrttiinngg  
tthheemm  iinnttoo  ppeerrmmaanneennttllyy  aaffffoorrddaabbllee  hhoouussiinngg. Most low-income households live in market-rate 
housing, which may be relatively affordable due to its quality, location, or other factors.  When 
these properties fail to meet return requirements, they may be vulnerable to rehabilitation or 
demolition and present an opportunity for acquisition and preservation.    
 

a. Partner with CDFIs, nonprofit developers and private-sector funders to explore the 
feasibility of creating a program to acquire and revitalize distressed multifamily 
properties.  

 
PPoolliiccyy  33..33..  EExxppaanndd  tteecchhnniiccaall  ssuuppppoorrtt  aanndd  ffiinnaanncciiaall  rreessoouurrcceess  ttoo  lloowweerr--iinnccoommee  hhoommeeoowwnneerrss  
ffaacciinngg  ddiissppllaacceemmeenntt.  The costs of repairs, maintenance or other unexpected costs can put 
significant pressures on lower-income households to sell their homes and relocate to other 
neighborhoods.  The City and nonprofit partners should expand efforts to support this 
comparatively small but critical sub-set of Downtown households.  
 

a. Work with LISC, the Amazon Housing Equity Fund, the Black Home Initiative and other 
partners to expand outreach to lower-income owner households at risk of 
displacement.  

b. Explore the feasibility of structuring a targeted loan and/or grant program targeted to 
lower-income owner households in high-risk neighborhoods such as the CID and 
Pioneer Square.   

 
GGooaall  44::  PPrrootteecctt  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  TTeennaanntt  HHoouusseehhoollddss  ffrroomm  DDiissppllaacceemmeenntt. The City already provides a 
robust set of tenant protection tools within the limits of Washington State law.  These tools 
should continue to be implemented and refined throughout the Downtown Regional Center.   
 
PPoolliiccyy  44..11..    CCoonnssiiddeerr  ssttrreennggtthheenniinngg  tteennaanntt  pprrootteeccttiioonnss  ffoorr  lloowweerr--iinnccoommee  rreenntteerrss.  The Office of 
Housing, SDCI, and various advocacy and legal-aid organizations provide assistance to lower-
income tenants facing eviction.3  There may, however, be targeted resources that can be 
provided in the Downtown Regional Center focusing on neighborhoods with the highest 
percentage of at-risk lower-income renters.   

 
3 https://www.psrc.org/media/2064 
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a. Develop an expanded suite of tenant protection strategies that conform with 

Washington State law and proactively market and conduct culturally- and linguistically-
appropriate outreach to tenants to provide legal assistance, financial support and 
other resources in the event that they face eviction or displacement.  

 
PPoolliiccyy  44..22..    IImmpplleemmeenntt  ccoommmmuunniittyy  pprreeffeerreenncceess  ffoorr  rreennttaall  aanndd  oowwnneerrsshhiipp  hhoouussiinngg  aass  aalllloowweedd  
tthhrroouugghh  tthhee  CCiittyy’’ss  eexxiissttiinngg  ccoommmmuunniittyy  pprreeffeerreennccee  ppoolliiccyy..  Cities across the US use community 
preference policies to prioritize local residents and workers in applications for affordable 
housing.   
 

a. Work with nonprofit and community-based organizations to tailor community 
preference policies for each eligible Downtown neighborhood. 

 
GGooaall  55::    PPrroommoottee  AAcccceessss  ttoo  OOwwnneerrsshhiipp  ffoorr  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  HHoouusseehhoollddss..    Compared to other parts of 
Seattle, Downtown has a very low homeownership rate.  The following proposed policies would 
provide increased ownership and wealth building opportunities for lower- and moderate-
income households, including BIPOC and immigrant communities at relatively high risk of 
displacement.   
  
PPoolliiccyy  55..11  PPrroommoottee  CCoommmmuunniittyy  OOwwnneerrsshhiipp  ooff  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  PPrrooppeerrttiieess  tthhrroouugghh  CCoommmmuunniittyy  LLaanndd  
TTrruussttss..  Building on successful examples of community land trust-sponsored projects in other 
Seattle neighborhoods, provide technical assistance and financial support to community and 
tenant organizations exploring the feasibility of acquiring existing residential properties.   
  

a. Conduct outreach to public and private funding partners to explore the feasibility of 
establishing a dedicated fund for the purpose of supporting community acquisition of 
residential properties.   

b. Create a program to allow lower-income households that rent to purchase their home 
through subsidy. 

 
PPoolliiccyy  55..22  EExxppaanndd  FFiirrsstt--TTiimmee  HHoommeebbuuyyeerr  PPrrooggrraammss  TTaarrggeetteedd  ttoo  LLoowweerr--  aanndd  MMooddeerraattee--IInnccoommee  
HHoouusseehhoollddss..    Existing first-time homebuyer programs in Seattle should be supplemented by 
targeted loan and/or grant programs tailored to the unique needs of Downtown households to 
mitigate the risk of displacement of existing downtown residents and expand opportunities for 
homeownership to communities and households that have traditionally been excluded from 
the homeownership markets, especially BIPOC communities.  
 

a. Work with City agencies, nonprofits, private-sector funders and employers to explore 
the feasibility of creating a first-time homebuyer fund and program targeted to 
Downtown Seattle.  

b. As feasible, create a pilot first-time homebuyer program prioritizing lower- and 
moderate income BIPOC households living or working in Downtown Seattle.    



Inclusive Economic 
Development Report

Date: 

Prepared for:	  
	

Prepared by: 

December 19, 2025

Seattle Downtown Regional 
Center Plan

BAE Urban Economics



bae urban economics 

San Francisco Sacramento Los Angeles Washington DC Atlanta New York City 
      

www.bae1.com 

Interagency Review Draft Memorandum 
  
  
TToo:: Erica Bush, Urban Centers Planner 
 Jesse London, Urban Centers Planner 
 
FFrroomm:: Paul Peninger, MCP, Principal 
 
DDaattee:: December 11, 2025 
 
RRee:: IInncclluussiivvee  EEccoonnoommiicc  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  SSttrraatteeggiieess  ffoorr  tthhee  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  SSeeaattttllee  RReeggiioonnaall  CCeenntteerr  PPllaann  

Table of Contents 
Executive Summary ........................................................................................................................................... 2 

Introduction ........................................................................................................................................................ 2 

Summary of Economic Existing Conditions and Policy Implications ............................................................... 5 

Inclusive Economic Development Strategies ................................................................................................... 8 

Appendix A: Economic Development Funding Sources ................................................................................. 18 

 

 
 
 
  
   



2 
 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

As part of the Downtown Seattle Regional Center Plan preparation process, this memorandum provides a 
comprehensive set of strategies for inclusive and equitable economic development for Downtown 
Seattle as a whole and its distinct neighborhoods and communities.  These strategies, informed by both 
data analysis and extensive community engagement, aim to address Downtown's unique socioeconomic 
conditions while leveraging its position as an economic and cultural hub for the city and the region.  Key 
findings and recommendations include: 
 
EEccoonnoommiicc  CCoonntteexxtt: Downtown Seattle remains the Pacific Northwest’s largest employment center and is 
projected to add 60,000 jobs by 2044. However, socioeconomic disparities persist across 
neighborhoods, necessitating targeted investments in affordable housing, workforce training, public 
infrastructure and community-centered economic development.  Downtown’s rich cultural diversity is an 
important economic asset which can be leveraged for the benefit of existing residents and small 
businesses, and in particular in areas at high risk of displacement pressures such as Pioneer Square 
and the Chinatown-International District (CID).  

 
SSttrraatteeggiicc  PPrriioorriittiieess: 

1. Adapt the built environment to evolving economic conditions through zoning updates, 
flexible reuse of commercial spaces, and technical assistance. 

2. Invest in public infrastructure, parks, and community amenities to meet the needs of a 
growing residential population. 

3. Support small businesses and entrepreneurs, particularly in high-risk neighborhoods like 
Pioneer Square and the CID.  

4. Protect and revitalize neighborhood commercial districts through façade improvement 
programs, legacy business preservation, and placemaking activities. 

5. Enhance workforce training and education to create pathways to living-wage jobs. 
6. Leverage vacant and publicly owned sites for affordable housing and community-serving 

developments. 
7. Explore new district-scale entities and financing tools, such as tax increment financing 

and eco-districts. 
 

KKeeyy  CChhaalllleennggeess: Housing affordability, infrastructure deficiencies, displacement risks, and underutilized 
land remain critical barriers to achieving equitable and inclusive growth. By aligning economic 
development strategies with racial equity goals and leveraging resources from public, private, and 
philanthropic entities, this plan lays the groundwork for a vibrant and inclusive Downtown economy.   

INTRODUCTION 

As part of the preparation of the Downtown Seattle Regional Center Plan (Plan), this memo provides a 
detailed set of strategies to promote inclusive and equitable economic development for Downtown and 
its distinct neighborhood subareas.  Building on existing initiatives and programs sponsored by City 
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agencies and other economic development entities, these strategies and associated implementation 
actions are meant to inform economic development policies and programs to be included in the Final 
Downtown Regional Center Plan.   
 
SSttrraatteeggyy  PPrreeppaarraattiioonn  PPrroocceessss  aanndd  RRaacciiaall  EEqquuiittyy  TToooollkkiitt  ((RREETT))  OOuuttccoommeess    
The draft strategies presented here are informed directly by existing conditions and policy analyses 
prepared by BAE, Agency, SEVA, the City of Seattle, and other project partners; most importantly, the 
strategies incorporate input from a diverse range of residents, business owners, nonprofit organizations, 
community leaders and other stakeholders who have participated in community workshops, meetings, 
and informational interviews conducted throughout the Plan preparation process.  
 
The memo also refers to and addresses specific proposed actions identified in the Racial Equity Toolkit 
(RET) Outcomes for the Downtown Subregional Plan and described fully in other Plan documents.  The 
specific Downtown Regional Center RET outcomes and proposed metrics for Economic Development 
include the following:  
 
Outcome: Access to Employment and Creating Businesses: Downtown is a center for businesses of all 
sizes that create financial opportunity and stability for entrepreneurs, owners, and employees. 
 
Proposed Metrics: 1) number of jobs and small businesses by economic sector; 2) small business 
creation by business and owner type; 3) jobs by race and ethnicity. 
 
DDoowwnnttoowwnn  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhooooddss  SSoocciiooeeccoonnoommiicc  PPrrooffiillee    
The Downtown Regional Center Plan Area is comprised of five distinct neighborhoods with very different 
economic conditions and community needs. As with other elements of the Regional Center Plan, this 
memo accounts for the differences across neighborhoods by providing implementation actions that 
either apply to Downtown as a whole or to one or more of the distinct neighborhood sub areas. As 
analyzed in other Plan documents and the City’s socioeconomic equity index (see Figure 1 below), 
Downtown Seattle comprises both “highest equity priority” neighborhoods (e.g., Pioneer Square and 
Chinatown-International District) and neighborhoods with relatively low equity priority rankings (e.g., 
Belltown and Denny Triangle).  Businesses, households, community  organizations and cultural 
institutions in the Pioneer Square and CID neighborhoods have both reduced economic resources and a 
higher need for new investment and economic initiatives that explicitly account for intersecting factors 
(race, ethnicity, households type, income, etc.,). that limit economic opportunities for these communities.  
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FFiigguurree  11::  RRaacciiaall  aanndd  SSoocciiaall  EEqquuiittyy  IInnddeexx::  EEqquuiittyy  PPrriioorriittyy  RRaannkkiinngg  
  

 
Source: City of Seattle, 2023; BAE, 2024.  
Subarea Geography: 2020 Census Tracts. 
 
CCoonnssiisstteennccyy  wwiitthh  PPSSRRCC  RReeggiioonnaall  EEccoonnoommiicc  SSttrraatteeggyy    
The 2022-2026 Regional Economic Strategy serves as the Comprehensive Economic Development 
Strategy (CEDS) for the Central Puget Sound region, including Seattle. The strategy constitutes a 
blueprint for economic development centered on the following focus areas: Equity; Health; Childcare; Job 
Distribution; Broadband; Housing; Business Recovery; and, Industry Resilience.   Both this memo and the 
overall Regional Center Plan have been prepared considering both the focus areas and the key industry 
sectors set forth in the Strategy.  In addition, the Regional Strategy’s updated 2025 Economic 
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Development Priorities1 are incorporated into this and other Plan documents as relevant and 
appropriate. These include equity:, housing; childcare; workforce development; infrastructure; clean 
energy; and, arts culture and tourism sector support and coordination.   
 
DDeeffiinniinngg  IInncclluussiivvee  aanndd  EEqquuiittaabbllee  EEccoonnoommiicc  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  
According to the Aspen Partnership for an Inclusive Economy, “An inclusive economy is an economic 
system that includes everyone, regardless of age, gender, race/ethnicity, educational attainment, 
personal background, dis/ability status, or other traits, and respects their individual roles as workers, 
dependents, students, family members, entrepreneurs, and business owners.”2   Within this approach to 
economic development, broad participation by and access to resources for workers, small businesses 
owners, and community institutions are integral to ensuring positive long-term economic outcomes.  The 
Draft One Seattle Plan reflects this overall orientation to economic development and further provides 
“direction about how to maintain and grow Seattle’s vibrant, diverse, and increasingly global economy to 
benefit individuals equitably across income levels, as well as business, industry, and the city’s racially 
and culturally diverse communities.”3   This vision emphasizes equitable access to resources, support for 
small and micro-businesses, partnerships with neighborhood business districts, and investments in the 
local workforce.  
 

SUMMARY OF ECONOMIC EXISTING CONDITIONS AND POLICY 
IMPLICATIONS  

To provide additional context and support for the strategies and actions provided below, the following 
portion of this memo summarizes major themes, findings, and policy recommendations from the 
Economic, Real Estate and Housing Existing Conditions Report4 prepared by BAE.  
 
DDoowwnnttoowwnn  SSeeaattttllee  iiss  tthhee  LLaarrggeesstt  EEmmppllooyymmeenntt  CCeenntteerr  iinn  tthhee  PPaacciiffiicc  NNoorrtthhwweesstt  aanndd  iiss  aa  MMaajjoorr  CCeenntteerr  ffoorr  
MMaannyy  ooff  tthhee  CCiittyy’’ss  CCrriittiiccaall  EEccoonnoommiicc  GGrroowwtthh  SSeeccttoorrss..    
Despite recent losses in office and retail employment in the wake of the Covid 19 pandemic, Downtown 
Seattle remains the City’s largest employment node and is projected to add an additional 60,000 jobs by 
2044. According to the Draft One Seattle Plan and the City’s Office of Economic Development (OED), key 
economic growth sectors in Seattle include the following: Technology; Maritime, Manufacturing, and 
Logistics; Health Services; Life Sciences; Construction; Creative Economy; Green Economy.5  All of these 
sectors have an existing and/or growing footprint in Downtown Seattle and include a diverse range of 
businesses by number of employees and types of owners.   
 

 
1 https://www.psrc.org/media/9253 
 
2 www.aspeninstitute.org/blog-posts/how-do-you-define-an-inclusive-
economy/#:~:text=Economic%20Development,future%20of%20generations%20to%20come. 
3 www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/OPCD/SeattlePlan/OneSeattlePlanDraftPlan2024.pdf 
4 Placeholder for link to BAE report 
5 https://seattle.gov/economic-development/key-industries 
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BByy  22004444  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  iiss  PPrroojjeecctteedd  ttoo  bbee  tthhee  CCiittyy’’ss  LLaarrggeesstt  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd.   
Downtown Seattle has added a significant supply of new housing in recent years and by 2044 it is 
projected to grow by an additional 13,500 housing units.  Along with high rates of overpayment6, 
overcrowding is a significant problem reported by many moderate- and lower-income families across 
Downtown neighborhoods.  Additional affordable housing investments will be needed throughout the 
Plan Area as well as new public service and social infrastructure to support the existing population.  
 
DDoowwnnttoowwnn  AAllrreeaaddyy  hhaass  SSuuffffiicciieenntt  CCaappaacciittyy  ttoo  AAccccoommmmooddaattee  FFuuttuurree  GGrroowwtthh,,  bbuutt  AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnvveessttmmeennttss  
iinn  CCoommmmuunniittyy  AAmmeenniittiieess,,  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg,,  aanndd  BBaassiicc  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  aarree  CCrriittiiccaall  ttoo  EEnnssuurriinngg  IInncclluussiivvee  
aanndd  EEqquuiittaabbllee  GGrroowwtthh.   
According to the Land Use Analysis prepared by Seva Workshop for the Downtown Regional Center Plan,7 
Downtown already has sufficient land use capacity to accommodate future growth targets; investments 
in the public realm, basic infrastructure and community amenities, however, will be needed to ensure 
that future development is both equitable and inclusive and does not exert displacement pressures on 
existing residents, businesses and community institutions.   
 
SSmmaallll  BBuussiinneesssseess  aarree  aa  CCrriittiiccaall  aanndd  GGrroowwiinngg  CCoommppoonneenntt  ooff  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  SSeeaattttllee  EEccoonnoommiicc  BBaassee..      
Seattle’s Downtown Activation Plan views small businesses as a key component of a thriving downtown, 
providing ownership opportunities for entrepreneurs from diverse backgrounds and filling vacant retail, 
restaurant, and office spaces with thriving businesses serving Downtown’s resident and worker 
population.8  The average number of employees for private businesses located in the Downtown subarea 
is under 20 persons per business. This indicates the presence of a large number of small firms, 
including in key growth sectors such as Professional, Scientific & Technology Services businesses 
(averaging 18.6 employees), Retail Trade (averaging 16.7 employees) and other key sectors as identified 
by OED.  
 
DDeessppiittee  HHaavviinngg  RReellaattiivveellyy  LLooww  OOvveerraallll  RRaatteess  ooff  UUnneemmppllooyymmeenntt,,  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  SSeeaattttllee  WWoouulldd  BBeenneeffiitt  ffrroomm  
AAddddiittiioonnaall  IInnvveessttmmeennttss  iinn  EEdduuccaattiioonn  aanndd  WWoorrkkffoorrccee  TTrraaiinniinngg,,  PPaarrttiiccuullaarrllyy  iinn  SSoocciiooeeccoonnoommiiccaallllyy  
VVuullnneerraabbllee  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhooooddss..    
Although unemployment across Downtown as a whole is comparatively low overall and job growth is 
projected to be robust, many Downtown community members face ongoing challenges entering the labor 
market and finding pathways to living wage jobs and careers.  In addition to existing workforce training 
services provided by Worksource Seattle and other public-sector and nonprofit agencies, additional 
investments in K-12, higher education, vocational training and other educational resources are needed 
to ensure inclusive and equitable development.     
 

 
6 Defined as paying 30 percent or more of gross household income towards total housing costs.   
 
7 Placeholder for link to Plan 
8 https://www.downtownisyou.com/ 
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TThhee  HHoouussiinngg  MMaarrkkeett  iinn  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  SSeeaattttllee  iiss  RReellaattiivveellyy  RRoobbuusstt  DDeessppiittee  CCuurrrreenntt  CChhaalllleennggeess  ttoo  
DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  FFeeaassiibbiilliittyy  aanndd  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  aanndd  WWoorrkkffoorrccee  HHoouussiinngg  OOppppoorrttuunniittiieess  aarree  SSccaarrccee..      
Downtown has approximately 36,000 residential units, or nearly nine percent of the city’s overall 
residential inventory.  The cost of housing Downtown is generally higher than elsewhere in the City, 
particularly in terms of rental rates in multifamily apartments. Downtown also has a significantly higher 
share of lower-income households relative to the City and Region, and these households experience a 
significant rate of cost burden and other housing problems.   
 
TThhee  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  RReeaall  EEssttaattee  MMaarrkkeett  iiss  iinn  aa  SSttaattee  ooff  RRaappiidd  CChhaannggee,,  LLeeaaddiinngg  ttoo  DDeecclliinniinngg  DDeemmaanndd  ffoorr  
RReettaaiill  aanndd  OOffffiiccee  UUsseess  bbuutt  NNeeww  OOppppoorrttuunniittiieess  ffoorr  LLooddggiinngg,,  AAttttrraaccttiioonnss,,  EEnntteerrttaaiinnmmeenntt  aanndd  MMiixxeedd  UUsseess..        
Declining demand for retail and office space is leading to a restricting market for these real estate 
sectors; future development will likely focus on providing new, more contemporary, and higher quality 
space for retail, food service, and office users without adding significantly to Downtown’s existing 
inventory of commercial space.  Downtown’s continuing significance as the region’s cultural and 
entertainment hub will support new lodging and visitor uses; in addition, the changing landscape of 
commercial real estate presents new opportunities for the adaptive reuse of older offices and other 
commercial buildings for adaptive reuse, particularly for housing.  
 
VVaaccaanntt,,  UUnnddeerruuttiilliizzeedd  aanndd  PPuubblliiccllyy  OOwwnneedd  SSiitteess  RReepprreesseenntt  IImmppoorrttaanntt  OOppppoorrttuunniittiieess  ffoorr  CCoommmmuunniittyy--
SSeerrvviinngg  UUsseess  aanndd  AAmmeenniittiieess,,  IInncclluuddiinngg  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg,,  EEdduuccaattiioonnaall  aanndd  CCuullttuurraall  IInnssttiittuuttiioonnss,,  SSmmaallll  
BBuussiinneessss  IInnccuubbaattoorrss,,  WWoorrkkffoorrccee  TTrraaiinniinngg  CCeenntteerrss  aanndd  ootthheerr  NNoonnpprrooffiitt  OOrrggaanniizzaattiioonnss  aanndd  CCoommmmuunniittyy  
SSeerrvviicceess. According to SEVA Workshop, over 56 percent of land in the Downtown Regional Plan area is 
owned by public agencies. Another three percent, or 79 acres, of property is currently vacant or is being 
used for surface and structured parking; Pioner Square and the CID in particular have a large share of 
underutilized and vacant land. These land resources represent a critical long-term opportunity for 
community economic development, affordable housing, and public realm improvements.  
 
PPllaannnneedd  TTrraannssiitt  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  WWiillll  BBrriinngg  bbootthh  NNeeww  IInnvveessttmmeenntt  aanndd  MMoobbiilliittyy  OOppttiioonnss  bbuutt  aallssoo  PPootteennttiiaall  ffoorr  
DDiissppllaacciinngg  EExxiissttiinngg  RReessiiddeennttss  aanndd  BBuussiinneesssseess..    
The ST3 light rail expansion includes a number of projects to enhance mobility across the region. 
Downtown is most directly impacted by new stations and connections developed as part of the Ballard 
Link Extension Project. Three new stations are proposed Downtown: Denny (right at the border of the 
Downtown Urban Center boundary), Midtown (location of station TBD); and a new station in the 
International District. Enhanced connections will be offered at Westlake. Progress on this extension has 
been delayed as public comment has fueled additional rounds of study of the proposed alignments.  
These new investments represent critical opportunities for future economic development and community 
uplift but, without intervention, will present displacement risks for existing residents, businesses, and 
community institutions.   
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INCLUSIVE ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT STRATEGIES  

BAE has developed the following strategies in response to the economic conditions and trends 
summarized above and building on community feedback and existing City and private-sector initiatives.  
Each strategy includes a range of land use, policy, and programmatic actions that either apply 
throughout Downtown or are targeted to a specific neighborhood or sub area.  
 
SSttrraatteeggyy  ##11::  SSuuppppoorrtt  tthhee  RReeccoonnffiigguurraattiioonn  ooff  tthhee  BBuuiilltt  EEnnvviirroonnmmeenntt  ttoo  AAddaapptt  ttoo  CChhaannggiinngg  EEccoonnoommiicc  
CCoonnddiittiioonnss  aanndd  CCoommmmuunniittyy  NNeeeeddss      
The Downtown Regional Center currently consists primarily of commercial land uses: office (25%); 
retail/other commercial (22%); and mixed-use (13%) properties. Institutions and public facilities account 
for another 10 percent of land, and multifamily properties make up 9 percent. An additional 14 percent 
of land is either vacant, an easement, or in use as a parking lot or structure.9 Scattered sites with single 
family homes, industrial uses, and parks comprise the remaining land uses.  While proposed zoning 
changes in the One Seattle Plan would already provide significant flexibility in terms of allowing 
residential uses at a variety of densities, heights, and configurations, in the long-term, additional 
refinements to land use and zoning policies along with supporting technical assistance and funding 
programs will be needed to facilitate Downtown’s transition from a primarily office, retail and commercial 
center to a mixed-use area with employment, residential, entertainment, cultural, arts and many other 
types of uses and activities.   
 
IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  AAccttiioonnss::    
   

11.. CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  SSuuppppoorrtt  tthhee  AAddaappttiivvee  RReeuussee  ooff  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  BBuuiillddiinnggss    
  

a. Leverage the City’s Housing Levy and other existing and new funding sources to support 
the reuse of older offices and other commercial buildings that require seismic upgrades 
and other structural improvements.   

b. Building on the existing State of Washington Department of Commerce program,  
consider adopting a pilot program that provides funding for residential adaptive reuse 
retrofit costs in exchange for long-term deed restrictions requiring that units created 
through the funding are available to low- and moderate-income households.10   

c. Building on existing City policies such as the recently passed Office to Residential 
Legislation, continue to work with Downtown property owners to update flexible zoning 
and development standards for adaptive reuse projects.   

 
9 Source: SEVA Workshop Land Use Existing Conditions Report, 2024.  
10 Income limits for ownership and rental housing programs vary by program, funding source and agency, but for 
the purposes of this action, eligibility would be targeted to households earning between 60 and 100 percent of the 
Area Median Income as defined by the Seattle Office of Housing.  www.seattle.gov/housing/property-
managers/income-and-rent-limits 
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d. Partner with organizations such as the Alliance for Pioneer Square, the Chinatown- 
International District Business Improvement Area and others to tailor adaptive reuse 
policies and programs to the specific needs of small, heritage and BIPOC-owned 
businesses in these areas.   

e. Consider expanding support for community wealth-building initiatives like cooperative 
ownership models of businesses and cultural institutions, and other shared equity to 
ensure the benefits of economic development are equitably distributed. Similar to the 
existing Economic Development Initiative, the City could partner with community-based 
organizations to create a Community Investment Trust or similar entity where residents 
can invest in and co-own assets like reused commercial properties. 
 

22.. RReevviieeww  aanndd  UUppddaattee  ZZoonniinngg  SSttaannddaarrddss  ttoo  RReefflleecctt  NNeeww  RReettaaiill  TTrreennddss  aanndd  BBuuiilldd  oonn  tthhee  SSttrreennggtthhss  ooff  
EExxiissttiinngg  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  AArreeaass    

a. Building on the success of Seattle Restored and other efforts, continue to identify and 
remove zoning constraints on various retail, food service and entertainment uses, such 
as limits on outdoor food trucks, outdoor seating, pop-up retail, outdoor kiosks, music, 
and other special events. As needed, update the zoning code to provide greater flexibility 
for these uses and/or provide dedicated support and technical assistance for businesses 
seeking to activate underutilized commercial space.   

b. Conduct periodic zoning audits to ensure that existing zoning standards allow 
experiential retail uses such as temporary pop-up retail, kiosks, artisanal retail, outdoor 
events, and maker/craft businesses.  

c. Require  flexible and adaptable ground-floor commercial space configurations in mixed-
use buildings to allow for a variety of sizes and types of retail, food service and 
entertainment spaces to meet the needs of distinct types and sizes of businesses, 
including small and micro-businesses.   

d. In order to preserve the unique character of Downtown’s diverse commercial nodes and 
corridors, consider restricting formula retail uses11 in some areas of Downtown at 
elevated risk of commercial displacement, particularly Pioneer Square and the CID.  
 

33.. CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  UUppddaattee  aanndd  SSttrreeaammlliinnee  LLaanndd  UUssee,,  ZZoonniinngg  aanndd  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  SSttaannddaarrdd  ttoo  PPrroommoottee  
HHiigghh--QQuuaalliittyy  WWoorrkkppllaacceess  iinn  bbootthh  NNeeww  aanndd  EExxiissttiinngg  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  BBuuiillddiinnggss    

  
a. Consider convening an interdisciplinary team across relevant City Departments (OPCD, 

SDCI, etc.) to review the building code update processes to ensure consistency and 
clarity for the development of new office space. This may include limitations on the 
frequency of periodic code updates in order to provide consistency and clarity for 
developers and property owners.  

 
 

11 Cities such as San Francisco have adopted such ordinances in targeted neighborhoods as both an anti-
displacement and economic development strategy; the definition of what types of businesses constitutes a formula 
or chain retail use varies from jurisdiction to jurisdiction.  
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b. Conduct an audit of zoning and development standards to identify administrative and 
regulatory barriers to the reuse of office properties for other commercial uses/types of 
workplaces.  

 
c. Maintain and improve the transparency of permitting processes and land use 

regulations; make key land use documents and permitting forms available online. 
  

d. Encourage the development of office spaces that provide opportunities for flexible and 
open configurations, increased use of communications technologies, hybrid work 
schedules, social distancing, improved ventilation, and other key attributes of the 
modern workplace.  

 
SSttrraatteeggyy  ##22::  IInnvveesstt  iinn  PPuubblliicc  SSppaacceess  aanndd  CCoommmmuunniittyy  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree    
As Downtown Seattle absorbs an increasing share of Seattle’s new housing and employment over the 
next 20 years and evolves to become the City’s largest residential neighborhood, public infrastructure, 
services, and amenities should also adapt to serve Downtown’s diverse communities.  Building on the 
Draft Public Facilities and Services Analysis conducted by BAE, 12 the following strategies and actions 
have been developed to address key infrastructure needs which will improve Downtown’s ability to 
accommodate new growth while minimizing the potential negative impacts of change such as increased 
displacement pressures of existing households, businesses and community institutions.   
 
IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  AAccttiioonnss::    
  

11.. IInnvveesstt  iinn  NNeeww  aanndd  IImmpprroovveedd  PPaarrkkss  aanndd  RReeccrreeaattiioonnaall  AAmmeenniittiieess..    Outside Citywide has identified a 
majority of Downtown as the highest, or a high, priority for open space improvements.  
Deficiencies in public space access are most prevalent in Pioneer Square, Chinatown-
International District, and the Commercial Core, Denny Triangle, and Belltown.   
  

a. Align new residential development with strategic investments in high-quality parks, 
recreational amenities, and green spaces.  

b. Partner with commercial property owners to update, improve and enhance accessibility 
to existing and new privately-owned public spaces, including in underutilized commercial 
centers where these amenities may no longer serve their original function.  

c. Partner with BIA and community groups to seek funding for small-scale green and active 
park amenities in underserved areas.   

 
22.. IImmpprroovvee  DDoowwnnttoowwnn’’ss  WWaasstteewwaatteerr  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree. A majority of Downtown is served by a combined 

sewer system where wastewater and stormwater are held in the same pipes and conveyed to a 
wastewater treatment plant.  Heavy rain events can cause combined sewer overflows, which in 
turn can result in negative public health and environmental impacts, as untreated sewage is 

 
12 Placeholder for link to Analysis 
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discharged into the local watershed.  SPU’s 2019 Wastewater System Analysis found that a 
majority of Downtown is in a capacity risk area.  Pioneer Square and Chinatown-International 
District are particularly at risk.   
 

a. Partner with SPU to prioritize resilient wastewater infrastructure investments in areas of 
the highest need such as Pioneer Square and the CID.  

b. Encourage investment in green and green/blue wastewater infrastructure improvements 
to address existing system deficiencies and accommodate new planned residential and 
commercial growth,  

 
33.. EExxppaanndd  SSeerrvviicceess  aanndd  HHoouussiinngg  OOppttiioonnss  ffoorr  UUnnhhoouusseedd  PPeeooppllee..  Homelessness remains one of the 

most pressing problems facing Downtown Seattle.  New resources and investments should be 
focused on creating both temporary shelter and services for people experiencing homelessness 
throughout Downtown as well as longer-term service-enriched housing for both individuals and 
families. 
 

a. Create a comprehensive services navigation center in the Commercial Core for 
individuals and families and families experiencing homelessness. 

b. Invest in additional emergency and short-term shelters with supportive services and 
security.   

 
c. Work with key stakeholders including local government departments (the Office of 

Housing, the King County Regional Homelessness Authority, and the Human Services 
Department)13, nonprofit agencies, and others , to identify new opportunities for 
permanent supportive housing that serve the needs of the unhoused in all Downtown 
neighborhoods.   

d. Beyond expanding housing accessibility for unhoused people, implementing anti-
displacement strategies specifically within neighborhoods near proposed development or 
infrastructure that is likely to drive land/property value (including planned transit 
infrastructure, parks, etc.) as a preventative safeguard to future homelessness. Such 
policies can include community land trusts, inclusionary zoning, or rent stabilization 
policies. 

 
44.. CCoonnttiinnuuee  ttoo  PPrriioorriittiizzee  EEffffoorrttss  ttoo  MMaakkee  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  SSaaffee  aanndd  WWeellccoommiinngg.  While reported property 

and violent crime has decreased between 2019 and 2023 in Downtown, the perception of crime 
in the area remains high.  Building on the Downtown Activation Plan, additional efforts are 
needed to make Downtown both safe and welcoming for residents, workers, and visitors alike.  
 

 
13 Seattle HSD ‘Homelessness’ Impact Area page: https://seattle.gov/human-services/reports-and-
data/addressing-homelessness 
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a. Build on existing partnerships with the three Downtown BIAs (CID, Pioneer Square and 
the Downtown Metropolitan Improvement District), as well as the Seattle Center, the 
Seattle Metro Chamber, and the Downtown Seattle Association to expand resources for 
these organizations to support “clean and safe” programming in public spaces.  

b. Continue to support and expand community policing solutions in Downtown 
neighborhoods.  

c. Enforce the recently created Stay Out of Drug Areas (SODAs) including the area around 
Third and Pine in the Commercial Core, Belltown, the CID and Pioneer Square.  

 
55.. PPllaann  ffoorr  AAddddiittiioonnaall  PPrriimmaarryy  aanndd  UUrrggeenntt  HHeeaalltthhccaarree  FFaacciilliittiieess.  While Downtown is proximate to 

major hospitals west of Interstate 5 in First Hill, there is a scarcity of urgent care and primary 
care facilities within Downtown’s boundaries.  New residential development in the area is likely 
to increase the demand for health services. 
 

a. Ensure existing and/or proposed land use and zoning regulations allow for an adequate 
supply of professional medical, laboratory, and urgent care space throughout Downtown, 
including in mixed-use buildings.  

b. Partner with major medical providers to provide additional medical services and facilities 
Downtown, including through community health clinics in underserved areas.  

 
66.. EEnnccoouurraaggee  AAddddiittiioonnaall  KK--1122  EEdduuccaattiioonnaall  aanndd  CChhiillddccaarree  FFaacciilliittiieess..    There are currently no public 

schools located within Downtown, and furthermore five of the eight public schools serving 
Downtown are at 80 percent or higher enrollment capacity.  New residential development in 
Downtown is likely to increase the number of school-age children in the area, as well as the 
demand for both K-12 educational services and childcare facilities.  In addition, childcare 
facilities are in many respects an essential aspect of inclusive economic development as access 
to affordable childcare enables parents to participate in the labor force or pursue training, 
leading to increased family income, economic growth, and productivity. This is particularly true 
for low-wage earners who can often reap large gains from additional education and training. 
Moreover, there is a significant body of academic literature that demonstrates how early 
childhood education can lead to better educational outcomes later in school and higher earnings 
over a lifetime. 

 
a. Partner with the Seattle Public Schools to reevaluate the long-term feasibility of building 

new K-12 public schools Downtown as the residential population grows.  
b. Allow for childcare facilities on the ground floor of commercial, residential, and mixed-use 

buildings and enact standards for on-site amenities suitable for these uses, including 
child drop off and pick up zones.  

c. Explore the provision of new childcare facilities as part of a community benefits program 
for major new development projects or through the adoption of a childcare linkage fee.  

d. Identify sites or existing structures that might be feasible for new childcare facilities. 
 



13 
 

SSttrraatteeggyy  ##33::  SSuuppppoorrtt  SSmmaallll  BBuussiinneesssseess  aanndd  EEnnttrreepprreenneeuurrss    
As noted above, Downtown is home to a large number of small businesses across economic sectors. 
These businesses provide opportunities for wealth building and economic advancement in low-income 
and immigrant communities and are an essential part of the community character of Downtown’s 
distinct neighborhoods.  
 
IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  AAccttiioonnss: 
 

11.. SSuuppppoorrtt  EExxiissttiinngg  SSmmaallll--  aanndd  MMeeddiiuumm--ssiizzeedd  BBuussiinneesssseess  aanndd  EEnnccoouurraaggee  NNeeww  SSmmaallll  BBuussiinneessss  
DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  
 

a. Review existing home-based business rules and identify refinements that can be made to 
encourage new start-ups and small businesses. 

b. Continue to provide technical assistance and training to entrepreneurs and small 
businesses through existing Office of Economic Development (OED) and partner 
economic development agencies.   

c. Partner with the OED and the Pioneer Square and CID BIAs to expand technical services 
and funding for businesses in Pioneer Square and the CID at substantial risk of 
displacement.   

Leverage existing OED small business financing and grant programs, which offer a range of support from 
access to lending and competitive grants for storefront repairs, to a variety of other resources. Through 
these existing programs, enhance access to capital specifically for small businesses with women and/or 
minority ownership status. Building partnerships can provide resources like mentorship, network 
building, and community foundations in addition to direct access to capital.  

22.. PPrroovviiddee  aann  AAddeeqquuaattee  SSuuppppllyy  ooff  SSuuiittaabbllee  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  SSppaaccee  ffoorr  SSmmaallll--  aanndd  MMeeddiiuumm  SSiizzeedd  
BBuussiinneesssseess  
  

a. Partner with food policy advocates and regional operators of food incubators/shared 
kitchens such as the Food Innovation Network to explore the feasibility of creating a food 
incubator and/or commercial kitchen Downtown.   

b. Support the preservation and improvement of existing warehouse, distribution, 
production, and repair spaces in certain areas of Downtown where these uses continue 
to fulfill an important economic function, including areas like Little Saigon with a high 
proportion of heritage and BIPOC-owned businesses.   

c. Study the feasibility of preserving existing underutilized warehouse and light industrial 
buildings in the Downtown core for arts and entertainment and fitness uses such as 
rehearsal studios, nightlife venues, climbing gyms and other uses that require a relatively 
large footprint and/or require noise insolation and other physical amenities that these 
older buildings may provide. 

d. Work with property owners and developers to promote and deliver new small-scale office 
space options, such as centralized co-working hubs and short-term leases. Adapted 
zoning codes can encourage development of "innovation districts" that provide affordable 
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office spaces, access to capital, business mentoring, and coworking spaces for such 
businesses. There is an opportunity to partner with OED to establish a Downtown 
incubator program focused on technology, creative industries, and green economy 
startups.  

 
SSttrraatteeggyy  ##44::  SSuuppppoorrtt  EEffffoorrttss  ttoo  PPrrootteecctt  aanndd  RReevviittaalliizzee  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall  DDiissttrriiccttss    
Placemaking for a commercial district is crucial for enhancing retail sales and improving the community's 
quality of life. By creating inviting public spaces, adding aesthetic elements (e.g., public art) and ensuring 
that the area is pedestrian-friendly, placemaking fosters a sense of community and encourages longer 
visits, leading to increased spending at local businesses.  Additionally, well-designed retail districts can 
host events, support social interactions, and provide recreational opportunities, contributing to 
enhanced wellbeing for residents and creating a thriving, dynamic community environment. OED, the 
Downtown BIAs and other community organizations already sponsor a number of improvement and 
revitalization efforts; the following actions are meant to compliment these as well as the proposed place-
based economic development policies outlined in the Draft One Seattle Plan.   
 
IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  AAccttiioonnss::    
 

1. EExxppaanndd  ffaaççaaddee  iimmpprroovveemmeenntt  ssuuppppoorrtt  tthhrroouugghh  llooaann  aanndd  ggrraanntt  pprrooggrraammss..  Commercial facade 
improvement programs help small businesses and commercial property owners improve their 
building’s exterior and storefronts through financial incentives, such as matching grants and 
loans, tax abatements, and design assistance.  

 
a. Pursue additional funding from both public and private sources to expand façade 

improvement programs beyond existing programs offered for small businesses in Pioneer 
Square and the waterfront.   

b. Partner with OED and the Downtown BIAs to offer a façade improvement loan and/or 
grant program for small businesses in commercial nodes and corridors in all five 
Downtown sub areas.   

 
2. CCoonnssiiddeerr  CCrreeaattiinngg  aa  DDoowwnnttoowwnn--FFooccuusseedd  LLeeggaaccyy  BBuussiinneessss  PPrrooggrraamm.  Legacy business programs 

have been adopted by cities across the US to assist longtime businesses that contribute to a 
neighborhood’s history, identity, and character. These programs also offer financial incentives, 
including grants, to commercial landlords to retain legacy businesses.  

a. Evaluate the feasibility of relaunching the legacy business grant program formerly offered 
by OED, with a particular focus on historic businesses in Pioneer Square and the CID.  

33.. FFaacciilliittaattee  RReettaaiill  RReeccrruuiittmmeenntt  tthhrroouugghh  EEssttaabblliisshhiinngg  PPaarrttnneerrsshhiippss  bbeettwweeeenn  NNeeiigghhbboorrhhoooodd  BBrrookkeerrss  
aanndd  PPrrooppeerrttyy  OOwwnneerrss  

a. Support a retail attraction initiative featuring a designated broker who specializes in 
retail spaces within a specific neighborhood and building relationships with the 
encompassing property owners. 
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44.. PPuurrssuuee  ggrraanntt  ffuunnddiinngg  ttoo  ssuuppppoorrtt  iimmpprroovveemmeennttss  ssuucchh  aass  aaddddiittiioonnaall  lliigghhttiinngg  aanndd  llaannddssccaappiinngg,,  
ssttrreeeett  ttrreeeess,,  bbiikkee  ppaarrkkiinngg,,  ssttrreeeett  ffuurrnniittuurree,,  aanndd  ppaarrkklleettss..    
  

a. Seek grant funding from the private sector, community foundations, community 
development financial institutions and other funders to generate new resources for 
commercial district revitalization activities.  

b. Partner with OEDs, BIAs, nonprofit organizations and relevant city public agencies to 
implement improvements.  

c. Facilitate place-building activities and events throughout Downtown, focusing on the 
unique cultural and commercial identities of each neighborhood.   

 
5. PPllaann  pprrooaaccttiivveellyy  ttoo  pprreevveenntt  bbuussiinneessss  ddiissrruuppttiioonnss  rreellaatteedd  ttoo  ppllaannnneedd  ttrraannssiitt  iimmpprroovveemmeennttss..   

  
a. Inspired by the example of the Central Corridor Funders Collaborative in Minneapolis 

Saint Paul, convene a working group of community groups, business organizations and 
funders to study the potential for establishing a fund and a set of related programs to 
assist small businesses during the planned light-rail construction projects due to take 
place through 2039.  
 

SSttrraatteeggyy  ##55::  IImmpprroovvee  EEdduuccaattiioonnaall  aanndd  WWoorrkkffoorrccee  TTrraaiinniinngg  SSeerrvviicceess  ttoo  PPrroovviiddee  PPaatthhwwaayyss  ttoo  LLiivviinngg  WWaaggee  
JJoobbss    
Downtown currently has a relative dearth of targeted workforce training and educational services and 
programs, particularly considering its status as the largest employment center in the Pacific Northwest.  
The following actions would involve partnerships between employers, the City, major educational 
institutions and community-based organizations, and would require additional funding commitments 
from both public and private-sector sources.  
 
IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  AAccttiioonnss::      
  

11.. EExxppaanndd  vvooccaattiioonnaall  aanndd  wwoorrkkffoorrccee  ttrraaiinniinngg  pprrooggrraammss  aanndd  sseerrvviicceess  ffoorr  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  rreessiiddeennttss..      
  

a. Partner with the existing resources such as Worksource Seattle, Seattle Central College 
and other workforce development agencies to offer targeted services in Downtown 
locations, particularly Pioneer Square and the CID.   

b. Work with private-sector employers to explore the feasibility of creating new vocational 
and apprenticeship programs in key growth sectors of the economy such as maritime, 
the creative economy, green economy and other as identified by OED.   

 
22.. LLeevveerraaggee  MMaajjoorr  PPuubblliicc  WWoorrkkss  PPrroojjeeccttss  ttoo  CCrreeaattee  FFiirrsstt  HHiirree  aanndd  ootthheerr  WWoorrkkffoorrccee  TTrraaiinniinngg  PPrrooggrraammss  

ffoorr  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  rreessiiddeennttss..      
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a. Building on the example of King County's Priority Hire Program and the City of Seattle 
Priority Hire Program, partner with OED and/or other workforce development agencies to 
launch a targeted Downtown workforce and economic development initiative designed to 
provide training and living-wage employment opportunities in the construction industry 
for Downtown residents.  

b. Explore the feasibility of requiring major public works projects Downtown to be subject to 
a guiding community workforce agreement providing employment opportunities for 
employment with participating trade unions. Further, new policies requiring inclusive 
procurement policies can mandate a portion of public contracts be allocated to minority- 
and women-owned businesses (MWBEs).  

c. As with the King County and City programs, the program would prioritize individuals from 
economically distressed areas and underserved socioeconomic groups, aiming to 
enhance workforce diversity and provide equitable access to construction careers. 

 
33.. CCoonnssiiddeerr  tthhee  UUssee  ooff  CCoommmmuunniittyy  BBeenneeffiittss  AAggrreeeemmeennttss  ttoo  EExxppaanndd  WWoorrkkffoorrccee  TTrraaiinniinngg  aanndd  JJoobb  

OOppppoorrttuunniittiieess..    
  

a. Building in the example of the Key Arena Agreement and MOU, encourage the use of 
community benefits agreements for major private-sector projects to provide additional 
funding for community development, workforce training and jobs for local residents, with 
a focused on women and BIPOC communities.   

  
SSttrraatteeggyy  ##66::  LLeevveerraaggee  VVaaccaanntt,,  UUnnddeerruuttiilliizzeedd  aanndd  PPuubblliiccllyy  OOwwnneedd  SSiitteess  ttoo  SSuuppppoorrtt  LLoonngg--TTeerrmm  EEccoonnoommiicc  
aanndd  CCoommmmuunniittyy  VViittaalliittyy    
Publicly-owned and vacant underutilized sites present a strategic opportunity for community investments 
in public infrastructure, affordable housing and other uses that support an inclusive and equitable 
economy,  Particularly as new transit investments take place with the attendant consequences for 
increased land values, community-ownership of key sites provides a critical hedge against displacement 
and can ensure a diversity of housing types by affordability and businesses by type and size.   
 
IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  AAccttiioonnss::    
 

11.. EExxpplloorree  ooppppoorrttuunniittiieess  ffoorr  tthhee  aaccqquuiissiittiioonn  aanndd  aasssseemmbbllyy  ooff  pprriivvaatteellyy  hheelldd  vvaaccaanntt  ssiitteess  ffoorr  ffuuttuurree  
ccoommmmuunniittyy--oorriieenntteedd  ddeevveellooppmmeenntt..    
  

a. Study the feasibility of site acquisition and assembly of key sites and the potential for the 
development of community-serving residential, commercial, and civic uses.  

b. Conduct outreach to foundations, CDFIs and other private- and public-sector partners to 
evaluate the feasibility of establishing an acquisition fund for underutilized vacant sites.  

c. As feasible, create a new program either within the City or through a new public-private 
partnership to dispose of and develop the sites according to a set of 
guidelines/parameters for the development community-serving uses.   
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2. PPrriioorriittiizzee  tthhee  UUssee  ooff  PPuubblliiccllyy  OOwwnneedd  SSiitteess  ffoorr  AAffffoorrddaabbllee  HHoouussiinngg  aanndd  CCoommmmuunniittyy  EEccoonnoommiicc  

DDeevveellooppmmeenntt.  
 

a. Create a comprehensive inventory of publicly owned sites by agency and create a priority 
list of sites for development with affordable housing and other priority community-serving 
uses (e.g., schools, cultural centers, etc.).  

b. Create a community-led and inclusive process for guiding the disposal and development 
of these key sites facilitated either by the City and/or a working group of public agencies 
with land assets located in the Downtown Plan Area.  

 
SSttrraatteeggyy  ##77::  EEvvaalluuaattee  tthhee  FFeeaassiibbiilliittyy  ooff  EEssttaabblliisshhiinngg  NNeeww  DDiissttrriicctt--SSccaallee  EEnnttiittiieess  aanndd  FFiinnaanncciinngg  TToooollss    
Both the City of Seattle, through its various agencies and departments, and a variety of existing nonprofit 
and business organizations already have significant capacity and well development programs focused on 
Downtown neighborhoods. Despite this, research conducted by BAE for this effort suggests that 
additional organizational and financing tools may be required to address the full scale of future 
economic development and infrastructure needs for downtown over the 20 years of the regional center 
plan.  These include but are not limited to the potential actions listed below.  
 
IImmpplleemmeennttaattiioonn  AAccttiioonnss:  
 

11.. SSttuuddyy  tthhee  ffeeaassiibbiilliittyy  ooff  eessttaabblliisshhiinngg  aa  nneeww  ssppeecciiaall  ddiissttrriicctt  ssuucchh  aass  aann  eeccooddiissttrriicctt  iinn  aallll  oorr  ppaarrtt  ooff  
DDoowwnnttoowwnn  pprroommoottee  aanndd  ppiilloott  ssuussttaaiinnaabbllee,,  iinncclluussiivvee,,  aanndd  eeqquuiittaabbllee  eeccoonnoommiicc  aanndd  ccoommmmuunniittyy  
ddeevveellooppmmeenntt..  TThhiiss  wwoouulldd  ppootteennttiiaallllyy  bbuuiilldd  oonn  tthhee  eexxaammppllee  ooff  tthhee  CCaappiittooll  HHiillll  EEccooDDiissttrriicctt  mmaannaaggeedd  
bbyy  tthhee  UUrrbbaann  LLeeaagguuee  ooff  GGrreeaatteerr  SSeeaattttllee..  
 

a. Conduct outreach to key stakeholders in the City and existing nonprofit agencies and 
business organizations to comprehensively assess the utility and feasibility of creating 
new district to bring additional resources and capacity to all or part of Downtown. 

b. As feasible, develop a funding strategy and business plan for creating the district and/or 
expanding the scope and capacity of existing entities such as existing BIAs and 
community-based organizations.   

 
22.. CCoonndduucctt  aa  FFeeaassiibbiilliittyy  AAnnaallyyssiiss  ffoorr  tthhee  EEssttaabblliisshhiinngg  ooff  aa  TTaaxx  IInnccrreemmeenntt  FFiinnaanncciinngg  DDiissttrriicctt  iinn  AAllll  oorr  

PPaarrtt  ooff  DDoowwnnttoowwnn  ttoo  FFuunndd  NNeeeeddeedd  IInnffrraassttrruuccttuurree  IImmpprroovveemmeennttss..      
  

a. Consistent with recently passed legislation and working with private- and public-sector 
partners (e.g., taxing districts), convene a working group to study the feasibility of 
establishing a TIF district in all or part of Downtown Seattle to create a funding stream for 
future infrastructure improvements.   

b. As feasible, establish a TIF District and develop guidelines to prioritize investments that 
advance the goals of inclusive and equitable development.   
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Appendix A: Economic Development Funding Sources  

 
CCiittyy  ooff  SSeeaattttllee  PPrrooggrraammss    
 
OED offers the following programs for entrepreneurs and small businesses:  

 
• Small Business Capital Access Program: Provides grants to reduce 20% of the principal on 

qualifying loans, aiding small businesses in managing debt and improving financial health. 
 

• Tenant Improvement Fund: Offers grants to small businesses (with fewer than 50 employees) for 
storefront expansion or improvements, enhancing their physical presence and customer 
experience. 

 
• Business Community Ownership Fund: Assists businesses in securing fixed and affordable 

commercial rents, promoting long-term stability and community presence. 
 

• Storefront Repair Fund: Provides $2,000 grants for small businesses to repair storefront 
property damage, helping maintain attractive and functional storefronts. 

 
Other relevant City of Seattle programs include:  

 
• Equitable Development Initiative (EDI): Funds projects aimed at reducing displacement and 

increasing access to opportunities in high-risk neighborhoods, with a focus on serving the BIPOC 
community. 

 
• Digital Equity Grants: Through the Technology Matching Fund and Digital Navigator Grant, these 

programs help bridge the digital divide for those with limited access, supporting digital literacy 
and connectivity.  

 
• Environmental Justice Fund: Supports initiatives that address environmental conditions and 

climate change impacts, particularly in underserved communities.  
 

• Food Equity Fund: Provides resources to bring culturally relevant food and knowledge to 
communities, promoting food security and cultural preservation.  
 

• Recreation for All Fund: Offers grants for culturally relevant programs and events in parks, 
community centers, and pools, fostering community engagement and well-being. 
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SSttaattee  aanndd  FFeeddeerraall  RReessoouurrcceess    
 

• The Washington State Department of Commerce oversees multiple programs aimed at 
strengthening communities and fostering economic development, such as the Housing Trust 
Fund and the Community Reinvestment Project (CRP). The CRP, for instance, provides grants to 
organizations supporting equitable economic development. 

 
• The U.S. Economic Development Administration (EDA) offers grants and technical assistance to 

support economic development strategies that lead to job creation.  
 

• The Small Business Administration (SBA) provides loans, grants, and counseling services to small 
businesses to promote growth and sustainability. 

 
• Along with other HUD-funded programs, the Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) 

Program provides annual grants to the City of Seattle to support the City’s economic 
development agenda.  

 
PPrriivvaattee  PPhhiillaanntthhrrooppyy    

 
• The Seattle Foundation is the region’s largest community foundation, focusing on advancing 

equity and shared prosperity. Relevant programs include the Communities of Opportunity 
initiative, launched in partnership with King County, which aims to improve health, social, racial, 
and economic outcomes by investing in community-led partnerships and policy reforms.  

 
• 4Culture: Serving all of King County, 4Culture integrates arts, heritage, preservation, and public 

art to enhance community vitality. By funding cultural projects and preserving historical sites, 
4Culture contributes to the region's economic development and cultural richness.  

 
• The Bill & Melinda Gates Foundation provides grants to local organizations in and around 

Seattle. These grants support efforts to end homelessness, connect individuals to stable 
housing, and address pressing community needs, thereby fostering economic stability and 
growth. 

 
CCoommmmuunniittyy  DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  FFiinnaanncciiaall  IInnssttiittuuttiioonnss  ((CCDDFFIIss))    

• Craft3 is a nonprofit CDFI that provides loans to businesses, nonprofits, and individuals, focusing 
on fostering economic, ecological, and family resilience in Pacific Northwest communities. 

 
• Impact Capital offers financing and technical assistance to nonprofit organizations and 

affordable housing developers, aiming to revitalize underserved communities throughout the 
State of Washington.  
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• LISC Puget Sound, in collaboration with Kaiser Permanente, is implementing a place-focused and 
people-centered strategy to enhance health and wealth through district, business, and talent 
development in the Puget Sound region. This initiative aims to address barriers to inclusive 
growth and economic mobility, particularly those affecting Black, Indigenous, and people of color 
communities. 
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DOWNTOWN IN 
CONTEXT 
Seattle’s Downtown is a central anchor for the city 
and region. Its western boundary is shaped by the 
waterline to Elliott Bay and I-5 delineates the eastern 
edge, except for part of the Chinatown-International 
District (CID) that extends east of I-5. The northern border 
is set by Denny Way, with Uptown and South Lake Union 
as neighbors. The south transitions into Seattle’s 
industrial district (SODO) and maritime port. Downtown 
is designated as one of six Regional Centers in Seattle’s 
Comprehensive Plan and includes 568 acres of property. 
See Exhibit 1. The regional transit systems of Link Light 
Rail and Sounder Rail are oriented to move people into, 
out of, and around Downtown. King County Metro’s bus 
service, the City’s Streetcar grid, Washington State 
Ferries, and the federal interstate highway system all 
contribute to the transportation landscape that allows 
over 188,000 workers and 32,000 residents to access their 
jobs and homes.1   

 

 
1 Job and population estimates from City of Seattle “Urban Center Housing Employment/Housing Units 
Growth Reports”, 2022. 
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Exhibit 1: Downtown Context Map 
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Regional Role 
Downtown Seattle is the economic engine of the interconnected metropolitan region that is 
home to over 4 million people and $517 billion GDP. 2 Its landmark attractions include the 
skyscrapers that form Seattle’s skyline, cultural institutions such as the Olympic Sculpture Park 
and Seattle Art Museum (SAM), the shopping districts of Pike Place Market and Westlake Center, 
entertainment venues like Lumen Field and the Paramount Theater, and the historic 
neighborhoods of Pioneer Square and the Chinatown-International District (CID). Downtown is 
also a seat of government, home to City Hall and many City, County, and State administration 
buildings. The region’s public transit networks collaborate to ease the movement of as many 
people as possible into and out of this core.  

Historic Development Context3 
Prior to the presence of White settlers in the region Seattle, and the area around Downtown, 
was inhabited extensively by Coast Salish peoples for thousands of years. The Indians of the 
Eastern Puget Sound lived in relatively small, autonomous villages and spoke variations of the 
Lushootseed (txʷəlšucid, dxʷləšúcid), one of the Coast Salish languages. Indigenous people lived 
in permanent villages of longhouses or winter houses, and traditionally left their winter residences 
in the spring, summer, and early fall in family canoes to travel to temporary camps at fishing, 
hunting, and gathering grounds. At the time of the first White settlements around 1850, natives 
were living in more than 90 longhouses, in at least 17 villages, in modern-day Seattle and 
environs. Many of these longhouses were burned by White settlers and Indigenous peoples 
temporarily took residence in 
inhospitable environments such 
as Ballast Island – part of 
today’s waterfront – until they 
were ultimately displaced 
again. 4  

 

 

 
2 Population from 2022 ACS; GDP from St Louis FED, 2022 
3 Historylink Downtown Seattle; Historylink Denny Regrade; NPS Chinatown Historic District; Waterfront 
Seattle Program; Sound Transit History; Seattle Streetcar; MyNorthwest COVID-19 timeline; BLM Alliance WA  
4 Ballast Island History  

 

“Indian Camp on Ballast 
Island”, Image Source: 

DuwamishTribe.Org  
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In the decades following colonization, European settlers changed the topography and 
ecology to form the modern day Seattle landscape. Henry Yesler built a steam-powered sawmill 
in this new village, securing its economic importance into the future. Maritime trade of lumber 
and salmon were the first industries in Seattle for these settlers. The railroads arrived in the 1880s, 
fueling population growth. Pioneer Square was built as the city’s downtown but burned to the 
ground in 1889 in the Great Seattle Fire. The city was rebuilt in stone and brick and was elevated 
12 feet above its existing level to avoid perennial flooding issues. The “Seattle underground” 
preserves segments of the old city and serves as a modern-day tourist attraction. The city’s next 
boom came in 1897 with the Klondike Gold Rush. Pike Place Market was established during this 
era in 1907. As commercial enterprise expanded the footprint of Downtown, engineers took on the 
massive project of what is now known as the Denny Regrade. The project started in 1897 but was 
not complete until over 30 years later. The high point of Denny Hill was lowered by more than 100 
feet to create the mostly flat area now known as Denny Triangle.  

Waves of immigration from the 1860s onward resulted in a robust community in the 
neighborhood presently known as the Chinatown-International District (CID). Chinese 
immigrants were among the first and were housed in “Chinese quarters” near the waterfront for 
easy access to the dock where they worked. The Chinese Exclusion Act of 1882 slowed this 
migration and, in 1886, White Seattleites drove out many Chinese residents out with mobs and 
riots. The Great Fire in 1889 further decimated the community. Eventually, the remaining Chinese 
community moved inland along 2nd Avenue South and Washington Street. As property values grew 
in this area, the Jackson Regrade project commenced, and the Chinese were again displaced. This 
third move landed in the location on King Street that remains the heart of today’s Chinatown. 
Japanese immigration started at the end of the 19th century and the beginnings to Japantown 
were established two blocks north of King Street. By the 1920s, Japantown stretched from 4th 
Avenue to 7th, along Main Street. During this time period, Filipino Americans started to arrive, 
replacing many Chinese dock workers and establishing a Manilatown in the area around Maynard 
Avenue and King Street. Everything changed in 1942, when the federal government forcibly 
removed and detained people of Japanese ancestry. Japanese and Japanese American residents 
lost their land and were forever scarred by the internment. Many who returned to the area 
relocated, as they no longer had claim to their homes or businesses. During their removal, a wave 
of African Americans came to Seattle for military duty and to fill wartime jobs. Many lived in 
buildings abandoned by the interned Japanese, and a new scene of clubs and jazz halls were 
established. 
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Major infrastructure development during the 20th century fundamentally changed 
Downtown, increasing access to and from the commercial core and fragmenting the existing 
communities along the alignments. These corridors included the Pacific Highway built in the 
1920s (later renamed US 99 and then SR 99 after construction of I-5), the elevated Alaskan Way 
completed in 1936 and subsequent double-deck Alaskan Way Viaduct built in three phases from 
1949 through 1959, and the Seattle Freeway (now I-5) constructed in the 1960s. With these three 
large projects, Seattle’s waterfront became an interstate highway, and a harsh eastern border to 
the Downtown was set. The construction of I-5 displaced many families and businesses in the CID 
as it bifurcated the neighborhood. These corridors continue to define much of the mobility into, 
out of, and within Seattle’s Downtown, with the exception of the viaduct, which was removed in 
2019. The scars of displacement, poor air quality, and increased noise remain in today’s CID.  

Post-war settlement expansion occurred in Seattle when racial discrimination in housing 
practices was rampant. Racially restrictive covenants dictated who was allowed to live in Seattle 
neighborhoods. Redlining maps, such as the one in Exhibit 2, show how lending institutions used 
their power to block homeownership in the CID —identified as “Hazardous” for its concentration 
of immigrants and non-White communities. Much of Downtown is considered unsuitable for 
housing altogether, simply identified as “business” or “industrial.” This history of restriction set 
the stage for decades of race-based segregation in Seattle’s Downtown. 5  

 
5 https://depts.washington.edu/civilr/covenants_map.htm  

Milita lined up 
during anti-
Chinese riot in 
Seattle, February 
1886.  

Image Source: 
Museum of History 
and Industry, 
Seattle.  
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Exhibit 2: Kroll Commercial Map of Greater Seattle, 1936.  

 

In the 1970s and 1980s, major development projects and new waves of immigration 
continued to shape Downtown. Pushes to redevelop large swaths of Downtown led to the 
establishment of historic districts in Pioneer Square (1970), Pike Place Market (1971), and the 
Chinatown-International District (1973). The Kingdome stadium was built on the site of today’s 
Lumen Field, completed in 1976. In 1975, waves of immigration from Vietnam led to the creation 
of Little Sàigòn, east of the CID. Construction booms continued Downtown into the 1980s. This 
wave of development includes Columbia Center, which remains the city’s largest tower today, and 
the Convention Center. A large department store, Frederick & Nelson, anchored the Westlake 
shopping district. As part of this, Pine Street between 4th and 5th Avenues was closed to cars, 
creating a triangular pedestrian zone in this mall area. In response to the high-rise development of 
this decade, the Citizens’ Alternative Plan was passed in 1989, limiting building heights to 30 
stories. This restriction remained in place until 2006.  

This map from 1936 illustrates the racial 
segregation perpetuated by the mortgage 
lending industry. The blue areas, seen in 
neighborhoods to the north, Queen Anne, West 
Seattle, and along the eastern coast were 
designated “still desirable” and housed 
predominantly White communities. Residents in 
these neighborhoods received favorable lending 
rates. In contrast, the yellow and red areas were 
labeled “definitely declining” and “hazardous,” 
which discouraged banks from giving loans to 
residents in these areas. Coupled with racially 
restrictive covenants, these tools were effective 
at excluding BIPOC homeowners and were 
particularly discriminatory toward Black 
residents until they were outlawed under the Fair 
Housing Act of 1968.  

The Housing Appendix of Seattle’s 
Comprehensive Plan takes a city-wide look at 
historical exclusion patterns and their impact on 
communities of color in Seattle. 
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In the decades from 1990-2020, Downtown developed into a mixed-use and transit-oriented 
center, adding many more residential units and options for transit connection. In the 1990s, 
many cultural institutions were introduced or revitalized, and residential development expanded. 
Among cultural institutions of this decade, the Seattle Art Museum opened in its current location 
in 1991 and Benaroya Hall opened in 1998. During this era, the pedestrian district by Westlake 
reopened to cars at the insistence of Nordstrom, which took over the Frederick & Nelson’s 
building when they departed. New condominiums and apartments appeared across Denny and 
Belltown. In the 2000s, energy and activism coalesced around concepts for reimagining Seattle’s 
waterfront. This led to the establishment of the Waterfront Seattle Program in 2010, which would 
go on to develop the design for the removal of the Alaskan Way Viaduct and a complete reshaping 
of how Seattle connects to its shoreline along Elliott Bay. Transit systems expanded in the 2000s 
with the introduction of Sounder Rail between Seattle and Tacoma and, 3 years later, northern 
connection to Everett. At the end of 2007, the Seattle Streetcar opened to passengers, with a 
limited line running between Westlake and South Lake Union. Light rail service started in 2009, 
with the initial line running from Westlake to Sea-Tac Airport. Subsequent extensions to the north 
have connected Downtown up to Northgate via Capitol Hill and the University District. In 2016, the 
streetcar system expanded with a second line connecting Capitol Hill, First Hill, Yesler Terrace, the 
CID, and Pioneer Square.  

 

Opening day of the 
light rail system 
announced in the 
Seattle Times on 
Sunday, July 19, 
2009. 

Image Source: 
https://www.histor
ylink.org/File/2071
1  
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Most recently, Downtown has been shaped and impacted by the COVID-19 pandemic and 
calls for racial justice in the aftermath of George Floyd’s murder. Public health orders to stay 
at home began in March 2020 and lasted through June 2021 in various forms. Because many office 
commuters began to work from home, the daily life and economy of Seattle’s core fundamentally 
changed. While mandates have lifted, many offices are still functioning in hybrid or permanently 
remote status for the long-term. This has resulted in many vacancies, stalled commercial real 
estate development, and the closure of businesses. In parallel, national waves of anger and unrest 
were released in response to police brutality toward Black communities. The murder of George 
Floyd on May 25, 2020 fueled the existing Black Lives Matter movement nationwide, and 
Downtown Seattle was a venue to many protests, marches, and demonstrations in the months 
and years that followed. This activism has elevated questions of how policing and public safety 
are conducted, how reparations for historic harms can be adequately addressed, and how 
communities can move forward in centering anti-racist policy frameworks.  

 

 

Downtown businesses today face issues with 
attracting enough street traffic and safety 
concerns which has led to vacancies and 
reduced hours at many local businesses.  

Photo taken 7/16/2024.  
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Current Context 
Today, work is afoot to reconnect Downtown with its waterfront 
after the removal of the viaduct, reimagine its role in a post-
pandemic economic environment, and prepare for new light rail 
stations and connections with system expansion. The new 
waterfront connects pedestrians from adjacent neighborhoods and 
Pike Place Market to directly access a waterfront promenade, public 
parks, and entertainment experiences. Scheduled for completion in 
2025, this project critically improves the city’s climate resilience and 
enhances Seattle’s relationship to Elliott Bay.  

The COVID-19 pandemic has shifted the way visitors and residents 
experience Downtown. The large cohort of office employees that have 
long filled Downtown Seattle’s streets and businesses during the 
weekday are now settling into hybrid work environments, with many 
employees working from home for some or all days of the week. 
Visitors—both out-of-town tourists and locals who live in other 
neighborhoods—are back, but not yet at pre-pandemic numbers. 
Residents are the only users of Downtown who have increased in 
number over the past 5 years but remain the smallest proportion of 
foot traffic numbers. See Exhibit 3.  

Exhibit 3: Foot Traffic Downtown by Visitor Type, 2019-2024. 

 

Downtown 
2023: Key Stats 

 

Size:  934 acres 

 

Population: 47,859 

 

Housing Units: 33,698 

 

Jobs: 187,799 

 

Activity Unit Density: 252 au/acre 

 

Sources: Size calculated from King 
County Assessor data, 2023; Population 
from City of Seattle summarized OFM 
data, 2022; Housing Units from City of 
Seattle summary of King County Assessor 
data, 2022; Jobs based on ESD estimates 
for 2022; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

 

 
(to left) Sources: DAP Dashboard hosted by 
OED, 2024; Seva Workshop, 2024. 
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For purposes of this report, Seattle’s Downtown is organized into 5 distinct neighborhoods 
or sub-districts: Belltown, Denny Triangle, Commercial Core, Pioneer Square, and the 
Chinatown-International District. Each of these neighborhoods brings a unique character and 
set of attributes that contribute to this diverse and attractive Regional Center. These 
neighborhood designations are based on Seattle’s 2015 Comprehensive Plan and available 
datasets. See a map of these neighborhood boundaries below. This subarea is a geographically 
large area, exceeding the 640-acre size guidance provided by PSRC, however this reflects the 
area’s connection to high-capacity transit. 

Exhibit 4: Downtown Map with Neighborhoods.  
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Many Downtown neighborhoods and institutions are planning for change. Recent plans have 
been published to vision for the future of the CID, Pike Place Market, the industrial zones to the 
south (inclusive of Lumen Field), and 3rd Avenue. King County is undergoing a Civic Campus Plan 
for its 2.3 million square feet of presence in the center of Downtown. 6 The Downtown Activation 
Plan (DAP) has initiated a series of events and interventions across neighborhoods to re-energize 
Downtown. Detail on these planning efforts and how they inform this land use study are 
summarized on page 17. In some areas, preparation for local events has created urgency around 
improvements and upgrades, such as hosting several games for the FIFA World Cup in 2026.  

Planning Framework 
The City of Seattle’s planning framework is set by the statewide Growth Management Act 
(GMA). Counties under the GMA are assigned growth targets, with allocations to cities made at the 
regional level through the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC). PSRC’s regional framework for 
housing and job growth is then adopted by each of its four counties. Local comprehensive plans 
align with this growth strategy. See Exhibit 5. The Downtown Regional Center Plan nests under 
Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan, which outlines the citywide growth targets and neighborhood-
specific targets. These allocations are important factors that guide investments in infrastructure 
and services, as well as land use policy development.  

Exhibit 5: Planning Framework for Coordinated Statewide and Local Growth. 

 

Image Source: PSRC, 2024. 

Downtown Seattle is a critical component of success for PSRC’s 65/75 goal. A cornerstone of 
achieving the greenhouse gas (GHG) targets established in VISION 2050 is for 65% of population 
growth and 75% of employment growth to occur within walkable access to high-capacity transit 

 
6 https://kingcounty.gov/en/legacy/initiatives/civic-campus-master-plan  
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and within regional growth centers. Aligning growth with identified transportation corridors offers 
stability and clarity for business owners and developers to be able to concentrate investments in 
ways that support sustainability for generations to come. Downtown Seattle is the transit hub for 
the Sounder Rail, Link Light Rail, and local and regional bus networks. Downtown neighborhoods 
represent the densest concentrations of housing, transportation, and jobs in the region.  

Seattle has outpaced its growth targets from the 2015 Comprehensive Plan. For both housing 
and jobs, Seattle has been growing at a faster rate than anticipated in 2015. Much of this 
exponential growth can be attributed to the explosion of the tech sector in South Lake Union. The 
2024 Comprehensive Plan sets new growth targets for housing and jobs that align with higher 
expectations for future growth. See Exhibit 6 and Exhibit 7. Land use policy will be adjusted to 
align with these revised expectations.  

Exhibit 6: Seattle Housing Units, Actual and Targets from 2015 & 2024 Comprehensive Plans  

 

Note: Pace of growth from 2015 housing targets set based on a consistent CAGR to achieve 2035 targets.  
Sources: City of Seattle “UCUV Housing Growth Report”, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Steady housing growth has brought 56,976 
new units to market 2015-2022 in Seattle. 
Targets in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan 
update anticipate an additional 80,000 
units. 
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Exhibit 7: Seattle Jobs, Actual and Targets from 2015 & 2024 Comprehensive Plans 

 

Note: Pace of growth from 2015 housing targets set based on a consistent CAGR to achieve 2035 targets.  
Sources: City of Seattle, 2023 “UCUV Job Growth Report”; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Seattle’s growth strategy is to develop a network of centers across the city where higher 
densities accommodate future population and employment growth. 7 Downtown is one of six 
designated Regional Centers, where the highest intensities of future growth are expected to 
concentrate. The other Regional Centers are South Lake Union, Uptown, First Hill/Capitol Hill, 
Northgate, and the University District. Hub Urban Villages and Residential Urban Villages add 
connective nodes of activity across the city’s geography. These designations align with 
investments for public transportation corridors and other planning efforts. See map in Exhibit 11.  

Since the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, Regional Centers have doubled the pace of population 
growth than the city overall. Downtown has added the most housing units, with 8,444 new units 
from 2015-2022. Housing units in South Lake Union have more than doubled over this timeframe, 
adding another 6,614 units. The six Regional Centers combine to account for 48% of all Seattle 
housing growth in this time period. See Exhibit 8.  

 
7 "Evolving Seattle's Growth Strategy", Seattle Planning Commission, 2020. 

Even with job loss due to the COVID-19 
pandemic in 2020 and 2021, Seattle’s 2022 
employment estimate outpaces its 2015 
target growth by more than 40,000 jobs. 
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Exhibit 8: Housing Units in Seattle and by Regional Center, 2015-2022. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle summaries of permit data in “UCUV Growth Report”, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Job growth has been less consistent across the Regional Centers. Downtown and First 
Hill/Capitol Hill grew at pace with the citywide rate and South Lake Union doubled its job count. 
However, Uptown saw no net change and both Northgate and the University District experienced 
employment loss. The three regional centers that experienced growth over this timeframe 
account for 87% of all new Seattle jobs from 2015-2022. See Exhibit 9. Despite overall job growth 
Downtown, the COVID-19 pandemic significantly impacted employment, leading to job loss in 
2020-2021. Reported employment figures have yet to recover to pre-pandemic levels. 

Exhibit 9: Jobs in Seattle and by Regional Center, 2015-2022. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle summaries of ESD estimates, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Downtown SLU Uptown
First Hill/ 
Capitol Hill Northgate

University 
District

All Regional 
Centers All Seattle

2015 24,345            4,537               7,557               29,445            4,535               9,951               80,370               336,138           
2016 24,675            5,564               7,623               30,521            4,535               10,256            83,174               342,799           
2017 27,360            6,609               7,864               31,304            4,540               10,734            88,411               351,766           
2018 28,143            8,534               8,023               32,678            4,509               10,927            92,814               360,258           
2019 29,928            9,774               8,229               33,970            4,863               11,443            98,207               370,418           
2020 30,732            9,774               8,588               34,758            4,871               12,049            100,772             376,161           
2021 31,667            9,962               9,040               35,810            4,888               12,492            103,859             382,862           
2022 32,789            11,151            9,207               37,048            4,992               12,747            107,934             393,114           

Change 
2015-2022 8,444               6,614               1,650               7,603               457                   2,796               27,564               56,976              
% Change 35% 146% 22% 26% 10% 28% 34% 17%

Downtown SLU Uptown
First Hill/ 
Capitol Hill Northgate

University 
District

All Regional 
Centers All Seattle

2015 164,502          38,762            15,483            43,628            12,876            47,678            322,929             567,393           
2016 171,833          44,060            15,541            45,554            13,327            48,355            338,670             590,124           
2017 179,524          53,328            15,152            47,295            12,930            49,849            358,078             615,488           
2018 188,243          62,414            15,638            47,755            12,759            45,233            372,042             631,727           
2019 196,469          65,278            15,649            50,755            12,216            42,407            382,774             647,723           
2020 200,029          76,773            15,340            51,454            10,883            41,589            396,068             658,939           
2021 175,319          75,735            1,268               45,703            10,035            38,308            346,368             586,969           
2022 188,258          79,328            15,477            50,867            10,250            39,834            384,014             649,536           

Change 
2015-2022 23,756            40,566            (6)                       7,239               (2,626)             (7,844)             61,085               82,143              
% Change 14% 105% 0% 17% -20% -16% 19% 14%
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Downtown accounts for 8% of the city’s housing units and 29% of its jobs. The Regional Center has a job-to-
housing ratio of 5.7, reflecting the regional draw of its employment pool. A summary of today’s housing and jobs 
distribution across the city and its regional centers is shown in Exhibit 10. 

Exhibit 10: Housing Units and Jobs for Seattle and its Regional Centers, 2022.  

 

Sources: City of Seattle UCUV Growth Reports, 2022; Seva Workshop, 2024.  

Seattle’s six Regional 
Centers account for 
27% of all housing 
units and 59% of all 
jobs. 
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Exhibit 11: Seattle’s Urban Villages, 2023. 

 

Image Source: Seattle OPCD; Seva Workshop 

The Downtown Regional Center Plan is being developed in parallel with the City of Seattle 
2024 Comprehensive Plan Update. The population and employment targets used in this Plan 
align with allocations from the City and County, falling under the overarching vision of PSRC’s 
VISION 2050 and Seattle’s Comprehensive Plan. It is one small piece of this larger framework for 
responsible and coordinated growth for the Puget Sound region. The draft Comprehensive Plan 
anticipates an additional 80,000 housing units and 159,000 jobs in the 2024-2044 timeframe. 

This map reflects the 
growth strategy 
from the 2015 
Comprehensive 
Plan. The draft 2024 
Comprehensive Plan 
updates these terms 
and designations 
but is not yet 
adopted at the time 
of this report. 
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The 2024 Comprehensive Plan update references Regional Centers, including Downtown, as 
places of regional importance due to their housing, office, retail, and/or cultural and 
entertainment uses. Policies specific to Regional Centers highlight the importance of allowing a 
wide range of higher-density housing types and non-residential uses (including most of the city’s 
office development), and adopting subarea plans that respond to the unique challenges and 
opportunities of each designated center.  

For the 2024-2044 planning horizon, 46% of Seattle’s housing units and 61% of its job growth 
are allocated to its 6 Regional Centers. In 2022, Downtown had over double the total number of 
jobs than the next Regional Center and was the second largest subarea in terms of housing units. 
By targets, Downtown is expected to maintain its lead in the job market and become the largest 
housing center in Seattle as well. Planning, investments, and policy supports are needed to ensure 
that this growth is equitable and sustainable.  

Previous and Concurrent Planning Efforts 
Waterfront Redesign 
In 2010, Seattle embarked on a program to re-envision the Downtown waterfront. A volunteer 
advisory group called the Central Waterfront Committee developed a Strategic Plan in 2012, 
outlining a concept and designs for a more connected and accessible waterfront. Since 2017, 
components of this vision have been in motion. Notably, the viaduct was removed in 2019 and 
replaced with a surface-level street along Alaskan Way. Work is ongoing to complete the vision for 
redesigned piers, pedestrian and bike connections, and a 20-acre public park. The full program 
construction is anticipated for completion in 2025. This work redefines Downtown Seattle’s 
relationship to the water, providing long-desired improvements to pedestrian access, public 
space, and connection to adjacent neighborhoods.  

Seattle Transportation Plan Update & EIS 
The Seattle Transportation Plan (STP) is the City of Seattle’s long-term vision for the future of 
transportation in Seattle. The STP addresses mobility, access, and public space needs in a 
single document as a unified system. This effort incorporates several city initiatives like 
Seattle's Vision Zero, the Race and Social Justice Initiative, the Climate Action Plan, the 
Transportation Electrification Blueprint, and others. Additionally, the STP references plans 
created by other regional transportation agencies. In highest density areas, such as Downtown, 
the STP focuses on supporting transit, improving pedestrian and bike infrastructure, enabling 
effective freight access, and establishing more people-focused places in the public right-of-way. 

Light Rail Expansion Plans (ST3) 
The ST3 light rail expansion includes a suite of projects to enhance mobility across the region. 
Downtown is most directly impacted by new stations and connections developed as part of the 
Ballard Link Extension Project. Nine new stations are proposed, three of which are directly 
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located Downtown: Denny (right at the border of the Downtown Regional Center boundary), 
Midtown (location of station TBD – alternatives are being studied), and a new station in the 
International District. Enhanced connections will be offered at Westlake. Progress on this 
extension has been delayed as public comment has fueled additional rounds of study for the 
proposed alignments. Sound Transit hopes to begin service on this line in 2039 and cost estimates 
for the project have ranged from $53 billion - $142 billion. 8  

CID Neighborhood Strategic Plan 
This community-led effort establishes a 10-year vision and planning framework for the CID. The 
process included a survey (580 responses) and extensive engagement including 60 in-depth 
interviews, 3 focus groups, and feedback from an advisory group. The top concerns identified in 
this plan are public safety, maintaining cultural identity, and centering the experience of 
residents and business owners. The key issues and topics addressed in the plan are economic 
strength, neighborhood character, culture and history, housing, transportation and mobility, 
public space, and community dynamics. The work identifies shared goals, along with areas where 
perspectives differ among stakeholders. Follow-up work is underway to assign specific action 
steps to achieve this vision.  

Little Sàigòn Action Plan 
Published in 2022, the Little Sàigòn Action Plan sets a vision for the future of the Little Sàigòn 
neighborhood, a small but mighty component of the CID. The plan includes a detailed roadmap 
with actions to support the identified goals: diverse small businesses, housing affordability, 
reduced crime, cleanliness, infrastructure and amenities, and collaboration. High priority 
actions, identified by the Leadership Committee who guided the development of the plan, include 
partnering with the City to ensure implementation of the vision, redevelopment of vacant or 
under-used sites (particularly if publicly owned), and specific interventions such as pedestrian 
safety interventions under the I-5 overpass and at intersections along S Jackson St.   

Pike Place Master Plan 
This plan takes a 50-year look at this anchoring site in Seattle’s Downtown. The draft released in 
2024 addresses financial uncertainties, declining patronage, aging infrastructure, and other 
market pressures impacting Pike Place. The three foundational goals of the plan are to: ensure 
long-term financial sustainability; increase local patronage; and advance a diverse, 
equitable, and inclusive market. Strategies to achieve these goals include working with farmers 
to increase their presence at the Market, lowering barriers to entry for local entrepreneurs and 
craftspeople, investing in physical infrastructure improvements at entrances and connecting to 
the new Waterfront Park, and strengthening partnerships to amplify the Market’s message and 

 
8 https://www.soundtransit.org/sites/default/files/2017-financial-plan.pdf; Seattle Times "Sound Transit to 
Choose New CEO in Closed-Door Talks", 2022. 
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role in the community. A potential tax levy in 2028 could help fund the implementation for this 
plan.  

Industrial-Maritime Strategy 
In 2023, the Industrial and Maritime Strategy was approved. These land use changes aim to 
support job growth, strengthen protections for core industrial and maritime areas, and 
encourage modern and higher-density industrial development in areas near light rail 
stations. Industrial districts directly border the Downtown Regional Center to the south, with 
overlap of the Urban Industrial zone covering Lumen Field, and along the waterfront to the north. 
Seattle’s industrial lands are key to the economic health of the city and region.    

Third Avenue Strategic Forum 
This 2024 report studies the transportation corridor of 3rd Avenue in Downtown, from Battery 
Street to Yesler Way. Corridor improvements center on four areas of emphasis: activations and 
programming, infrastructure and maintenance, communications, and policy. Short-term 
actions include interventions such as improved lighting and increased programming of events for 
activation. 5-year strategies center on the creation of a Public Development Authority that would 
manage the street, coordinate programming, and supplement public safety teams.  

The Downtown Activation Plan (DAP) 
The DAP launched in June 2023 with a focus on attracting more people Downtown. Strategic 
interventions and events have defined this initiative, such as the opening of a youth arts hub in 
King Street Station and a summer concert series. The focus areas of the program are safety, 
housing, retail, workers, culture, tourism, and going green. The DAP has also called for longer-
term “Space Needle Thinking,” which includes the following initiatives:  

•• A “Culture Connector” streetcar that links the existing SLU and First Hill lines via 1st Avenue. 
•• Revisioning Westlake as the heart of Downtown, with a pedestrian plaza and art installations. 
•• A massive, indoor/outdoor recreation facility.  
•• Thinking vertically about building neighborhoods with more towers that have mixed-use 

ground levels (including one or more schools) and mixed-income housing above. 
•• Achieving 30% tree canopy coverage, including the lidding of I-5.  
•• Introducing a BIPOC Mercado for small businesses, creating spaces such as shared 

commercial kitchens to support community-based organizations.  
•• Opening a Makers Campus where students, entrepreneurs, educators, and businesses can co-

mingle to create a thriving center for innovation and opportunity.  

King County Civic Campus Plan 
King County has proposed an initiative to overhaul its Downtown campus and consolidate its 
footprint in Seattle. This would have major ripple effects for the surrounding area, especially as 
Sound Transit has planned a light rail station near this campus which would greatly benefit its 
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employees. In 2017 a data gathering phase started. Several reports have been published since 
then, including a more recent 300-page Strategic Plan that outlines a conceptual vision for a 
mixed-use neighborhood on the existing site. The timeline shown in this document outlines a 15-
year process to change across the campus buildings, including rehabilitation of the King County 
Courthouse facility as a larger office complex allowing for the disposition of large sites like the 
Chinook Building and King Street Center. 9  

LAND USE AND ZONING 

Citywide Future Land Use  
The Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use Map (FLUM) is a policy map of the 20-year vision of 
preferred land use patterns within the city. Four land use area types implement the urban 
village strategy—Regional Centers, Hub Urban Villages, Residential Urban Villages, and 
Manufacturing/Industrial Centers (MICs). Four other land use types—neighborhood residential 
areas, multi-family residential areas, commercial/mixed-use areas, and industrial areas—are 
meant to suggest specific uses outside of the urban villages. The FLUM also designates major 
institutions, cemeteries, and city-owned open space. 

The future land use designations are implemented by a corresponding range of zoning 
districts and development regulations established in Title 23 of the Seattle Municipal Code 
(SMC). Zoning overlays also exist in certain locations, such as around major institution overlay 
districts and in master planned communities. Property located within an overlay district is subject 
both to its zone classification regulations and to additional requirements imposed for the overlay 
district. The overlay provisions apply if they conflict with the provisions of the underlying zone. 

Exhibit 12: FLUM and Implementing Zones, 2023. 

Future Land Use Designation Typical Implementing Zones1 

Urban Centers2 
Urban Centers are the densest Seattle 
neighborhoods. They act as both regional 
centers and local neighborhoods that offer a 
diverse mix of uses, housing, and employment 
opportunities.  

 Downtown (DH1, DH2, DMC, DMR, DOC1, DOC2, and DRC) 
 Pike Market Mixed (PMM), Pioneer Square Mixed (PSM), and 

International District Mixed and Residential (IDM and IDR) 
 Seattle Mixed (SM) 
 Lowrise, Midrise, and Highrise Multifamily (LR3, MR, and HR) 
 Neighborhood Commercial (NC2, and NC3) 
 Commercial (C1 and C2) 

Sources: City of Seattle and BERK “One Seattle” Draft Plan EIS, 2023. 

 
9 https://www.theurbanist.org/2024/06/12/countys-plan-for-downtown-campus/; 
https://kingcounty.gov/en/dept/executive-services/buildings-property/facilities-management/major-
projects-capital-planning/civic-campus-initiative  
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The City of Seattle is currently updating its Comprehensive Plan. One shift proposed in this 
update is that the term “Urban Center” is changed to “Regional Center”. Also, Ballard is added as a 
seventh Regional Center. “Urban Villages” and now called “Urban Centers” and a new category, 
“Neighborhood Centers” is identified in smaller activity nodes across the city. As the 
comprehensive plan is in draft form during the development of this subarea plan, these updates 
are not yet reflected in this document (created August 2024). Another change shown in the FLUM, 
shown in Exhibit 13, is that there are no land uses for “multi-family residential” or 
“commercial/mixed-use areas” outside of identified centers. Instead, these areas are all 
designated “Urban Neighborhood” which is defined as a place outside of centers “appropriate for 
primarily residential development” although there are provisions for “mixed-use and commercial 
development along major streets along with at-home businesses, corner stores, and small 
institutions located throughout”.   

Land area in the City of Seattle encompasses approximately 84 square miles (53,651 acres). 
The largest future land use designation category in the city is Urban Neighborhood, accounting for 
55% of the city. Another one-quarter of the city is designated as a Center (26%) with 7% in 
Regional Centers, 14% in Urban Centers, 5% in Neighborhood Centers, and 11% in MICs. Of the 
remaining quarter of the city, 10% is designated as parks and open space, 1% is designated as 
major institution, and land designated as cemeteries or industrial areas outside the MICs account 
for less than 1% each.10  

 
10 Draft EIS for One Seattle Comprehensive Plan, March 2024. Urban neighborhood calculation includes both 
‘urban neighborhood’ and ‘corridors’ designations in the report.  
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Exhibit 13: Citywide Future Land Use Designations 

 

 Sources: City of Seattle “One Seattle” Draft Plan, 2024. 
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Existing Land Use for Urban Centers 
There are currently 6 Urban Centers, 6 Hub Urban Villages, 18 Residential Urban Villages, and 
2 Manufacturing Industrial Centers (MICs) in the city. The six urban centers (Downtown, 
Uptown, South Lake Union, First Hill/Capitol Hill, University Community, and Northgate) and two 
MICs (Greater Duwamish MIC and Ballard–Interbay–Northend MIC (BINMIC) are also designated 
PSRC Metro Regional Growth Centers (RGCs) and Employment MICs, respectively. These regionally 
designated centers are part of the regional growth strategy in VISION 2050 to focus growth in 
urban areas with access to transit.  

The six urban centers represent the most densely populated areas in Seattle. Land use across 
these neighborhoods reflects a concentration of commercial and multi-family properties.  
Downtown has 60% commercial land uses (including mixed use). It is one of three Urban Centers 
with more than 50% of its acreage dedicated to commercial use—along with South Lake Union 
and Uptown. This reflects the strong commercial identity of central Seattle and the more 
residential influence in the Centers outside of this connected core. The remaining three centers—–
First Hill, Northgate, and University District—have higher proportions of land dedicated to fully 
residential use. Downtown has the second highest allocation of land to parking lots, vacancy, 
and/or easements (14%). Only Northgate is higher at 15%. See Exhibit 14. 

Exhibit 14: Land Use by Parcel Acreage Across Urban Centers, 2023. 

 

Sources: King County Assessor as organized by City of Seattle, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024
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Existing Zoning Downtown11 
Today, Downtown zoning can be grouped into nine primary categories. The largest amount of 
land (40%) is designated as “Downtown Mixed.” Next, the Downtown Harborfront and Downtown 
Office Core zones each make up 15% of Downtown property. The International District zone is 
10%, Pioneer Square zone is 9%, and Industrial zones are 6%. The remaining land is dedicated to 
the Downtown Retail Core (3%), Pike Place Market (2%), and 0.2% zoned as Master Planned 
Community. See Exhibit 15. These categories are described below and mapped in Exhibit 16.  

Exhibit 15: Downtown Land Acreage, by Zone. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

•• 40% of Downtown is zoned DMC or DMR (Downtown Mixed Commercial/Residential). 
These zones function as buffers to the densest office core areas and are broadly applied in 
Belltown and the CID east of I-5. They are intended to concentrate housing and 
commercial activity near transportation services, although they are not earmarked for 
direct proximity to mass transit service.  In DMR/C zones, height limits are extended from a 
base if residential uses are incorporated. Height limits ranges include areas with a 75’ 
base, extending to 95’ or 170’. 

•• 15% of Downtown is zoned DH-1 and DH-2 (Downtown Harborfront). This corresponds 
with the Waterfront and all of its recent redevelopment. DH-1 applies to waterfront lots 
and adjacent harbor areas while DH-2 applies to the supporting areas near, but not 
directly on, the waterfront. This includes office, commercial, retail, and residential uses. 

 
11 Source information for zoning districts comes from SMC 23.49, SMC 23.50A,  and the City of Seattle’s land 
use maps. 
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Heights are restricted to ensure view corridors are intact from upland public spaces, 
ranging from 45’ in DH1 areas and 55-85’ in DH2 areas. 12  

•• 15% of Downtown is zoned DOC1 and DOC2 (Downtown Office Core). The DOC zones 
are centrally located and support Downtown’s role as home to much of Seattle’s office-
based workforce.  Low-density commercial uses are prohibited outright, such as drive-in 
businesses, outdoor storage, manufacturing, and waste management.13 Parking lots are 
allowed, but with restrictions. For example, flexible-use parking garages for short-term 
use are permitted as a conditional use, while flexible-use surface parking areas are 
prohibited in DOC1 zones and an administrative conditional use in DOC2 zones. Accessory 
parking garages are permitted outright, although no parking is required. Maximum 
parking limits are detailed in Section 23.49.019, with requirements such as no parking at 
street level on Class I pedestrian streets or green streets and in non-residential uses the 
parking maximum is one space per 1,000 square feet. Allowed building heights range from 
290’-500’ and, in some areas, do not have an upper limit.  

•• International District zoning includes Mixed and Residential, and is applied for 10% of 
Downtown acreage, in the CID west of I-5. This district is covered by special review 
criteria and design guidance, as outlined in the International Special Review District 
section of the land use code. 14 Height limits vary across the ID zones.  Allowed ranges 
include 75’–85’, 85’–170’, 65’–150’, 125’-270’, and 170’. For most areas, upper limits of 
height are allowed only for residential uses. This district includes the CID light rail station 
and King Street Station. 

•• Pioneer Square Mixed zoning covers 9% of Downtown. It includes all of the 
neighborhood except the portions dedicated to the stadium and waterfront. Mandatory 
Housing Affordability (MHA) regulations do not apply in much of this area. Height limits 
are lower in this District to maintain its historic character. Across most of Pioneer Square, 
heights are limited to 100’, with an additional 20’ or 30’ allowed in some areas if 
residential use is incorporated and certain building requirements are met. There is a small 
pocket abutting the CID that allows 120’ outright and up to 150’. Another pocket directly 
north of the stadium allows only 85’ but up to 120’, and even 240’ for a subsection, if 
affordable housing, among other requirements for public benefit, is included.  

•• 6% of Downtown is covered by industrial zones – Urban Industrial (UI) and Industry & 
Innovation (II). These areas are at the northern and southern ends of the Urban Center. 
Lumen Field and directly adjacent areas are covered by the UI zone, intended for certain 
commercial uses and some limited opportunities for workforce housing. The northern 

 
12 View corridors are identified in map 1D, as described in SMC 23.49.024. A1 view corridors are along: Broad, 
Clay, Vine, Wall, Battery, and Bell Streets west of First Avenue. A2 view corridors are on University, Seneca, 
Spring, Madison, and Marion streets west of Third Avenue. 
13 A full list of prohibited uses can be found in SMC 23.49.044 
1414 SMC 23.66.302 
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edge of the Waterfront is covered by the II zone, which allows industrial and certain 
commercial uses. This area connects to the commercial/industrial district above, known 
as Interbay. The scale of these zones notably contrasts with surrounding areas, with the 
large stadium footprint and height defining a distinct experience in south Downtown and 
the II zone to the north introducing large commercial campus sites in a distinct departure 
from more mixed-use areas to its south.  

•• Downtown Retail Core (DRC) zoning applies in the area known as Westlake, 
occupying 3% of the Urban Center acreage. Residential and commercial uses are 
permitted here, but height limits are lower than in surrounding areas (85’ is allowed 
outright, up to 170’ for incorporation of residential uses). This area covers the Westlake 
light rail station.  

•• Pike Market Mixed (PMM) zone covers 2% of Downtown, centered on Western Avenue 
between Union and Lenora Streets.  This aligns with the Historic District boundaries and 
the Historical Commission determined allowed uses in this zone. Areas directly outside 
this boundary have certain restrictions on use, such as prohibitions of drive-in businesses, 
outdoor storage, or major marijuana activity.  
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Exhibit 16: Downtown Seattle Zoning Map, 2023. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 
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Special Design Districts15 
There are eight special review districts in Seattle, three of which are located in the Downtown 
Urban Center. These areas are subject to unique development regulations, and permits for 
construction work in the districts involve permit review by an independent governing body. Some 
of this area is exempt from Downtown’s MHA regulations. 16  

Pioneer Square Preservation District 
Pioneer Square was Seattle’s first national historic district, established in 1970 with boundaries 
that expanded in 1973 and again in 1987. Its boundary includes most of the defined 
neighborhood, with the exception of the Lumen Field footprint and Pier 48. The station area 
around the International District-Chinatown light rail station is also included, as shown in Exhibit 
17. This is a unique site covered by both the Pioneer Square and CID Historic District boundaries. 
The goal of the District is to preserve the architectural and historic character of the neighborhood, 
while ensuring that building renovation and restoration projects promote a healthy economy. 
Part of the District’s motivation at its founding was protecting Pioneer Square from development 
pressures associated with the stadium to its south and the skyscrapers to its north. The Board 
reviews any permits for:  

•• Alteration, demolition, construction, reconstruction, restoration, or remodeling of any 
structure 

•• Any aesthetic changes to a structure’s façade or to the public right-of-way 
•• New construction, removal, or alteration of signage 
•• Changes in use for any structure or space 

Design guidelines for this District are outlined in SMC 23.66.030. These regulations allow Pioneer 
Square to maintain its unique aesthetic and quality of pedestrian realm. This results in buildings 
of lower heights than the adjacent Commercial Core, façades of stone and brick, streets lined with 
trees, cobblestone paving in public spaces, and a diverse selection of retail and restaurants on the 
ground floor.  

 
15 https://www.seattle.gov/neighborhoods/historic-preservation/historic-districts  
16 SMC 23.49.007  
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Exhibit 17: Pioneer Square Historic District Map. 
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Pike Place Market Historical District 
Pike Place Market is the oldest continuously operating public market in the country. In 1971, the 
area covering the Market was established as a protected Historical District, with a Historical 
Commission formed to steward this unique city asset through changes and challenges over time. 
The Commission reviews all applications for changes in use, ownership, and design within the 
District. This District is unique in its role and level of oversight for a specific entity within Seattle’s 
Downtown.  

The goals of the Commission are to preserve the Market as a place for farmers to sell their own 
produce, local shoppers to buy food, low- and moderate-income households to find affordable 
goods and services, and a varied shopping area with many small, owner-operated specialty 
businesses. Certain actions by the Commission are prohibited, such as restricting merchants to 
specific brands of product lines, preventing new merchants that might serve as competition to 
others, or establishing monopoly control. The Market Guidelines also establish zones for the 
concentration of certain uses that preserve the Market’s character, such as food.  

International Special Review District 
This District was established in 1973 to preserve the unique Asian American character of this 
neighborhood. It encourages rehabilitation of buildings for use as housing and pedestrian-
oriented businesses. The boundaries of the District align with the neighborhood boundaries, 
inclusive of the CID on both sides of I-5. The Board consists of seven members, five elected by the 
community and two appointed by the mayor. They review any permits requesting:  

•• Changes to the outside of a building or structure 
•• Installation of a new or changes to an existing sign 
•• Installation of a new awning or canopy 
•• Any change to a building interior that affects the exterior 
•• New building addition, construction, or remodel 
•• Proposed new business or service 
•• Change in the public right-of-way or other public spaces 
•• Demolition of any building or structure 
•• Exterior painting 

This designation and framework ensures a higher standard of design and promotes a cohesive 
aesthetic, balance of complementary uses, and preservation of the neighborhood’s unique 
identity and character. During stakeholder engagement, local businesses noted complaints about 
these additional burdens of cost, time, and paperwork in a neighborhood that has been 
disproportionately burdened by public action throughout its history.  



City of Seattle • Downtown Regional Center Plan 2025 
 

    
  EXISTING CONDITIONS | LAND USE  31 

  

Exhibit 18: International Historic District Map. 
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Existing Land Use Downtown 
The Downtown Urban Center today consists primarily of commercial uses: office (25%), 
retail/ other commercial (22%), and mixed-use (13%) properties. Institutions and public 
facilities account for another 10% of acreage and multifamily properties make up 9%. 14% of land 
acreage is either vacant, an easement, or in use as a parking lot. There are scattered sites with 
single family homes, industrial uses, and park spaces—each use accounts for 3% or less. See a 
breakdown by type in Exhibit 19 and a map of Downtown land uses in Exhibit 20. 

Exhibit 19: Downtown Land Use by Acreage, 2023. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle summary of King County Assessor data, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Land use patterns Downtown vary across its neighborhoods. The central part of Downtown, or 
its Commercial Core, is characterized by larger, full-block parcels. This includes the retail district 
at Westlake and many of the city’s large office towers. Other Downtown neighborhoods are less 
uniform at the street level, as observed with smaller parcel sizes and greater variation in use on 
the map. Lumen Field, at the south end of the Urban Center boundary, is the largest site in the 
subarea and straddles the commercial district of Pioneer Square and the industrial areas to the 
south. This stadium is on land owned by the state and is home to Seattle’s professional football 
and soccer teams. A series of piers extend Downtown’s presence over the water and a complete 
reimagining of this space has been underway since 2017, with the removal of the Alaskan Way 
Viaduct, replacement of the Elliott Bay Seawall, enhanced pedestrian connections, and expanded 
public space on the waterfront. 
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Exhibit 20: Downtown Land Use, 2023. 

 

Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 
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Mixed Use 
There are 76 acres of property and 28.7 million square feet of interior building space designated as 
mixed use in Downtown Seattle. See Exhibit 21. Mixed-use buildings house 55% of all housing 
units Downtown. These buildings are most prevalent in the CID, Belltown, and Denny Triangle, 
which combine to account for 78% of all interior square footage for this type. Many of these 
properties are multifamily buildings with ground floor retail. The largest mixed-use site is located 
in the CID—a 7.8 acre site that covers Union Station and the International District/Chinatown light 
rail station. The site includes five buildings with a mix of office and retail, as well as a multilevel 
parking structure. Mixed-use buildings offer the opportunity to promote an activated pedestrian 
realm while increasing residential or commercial density in the stories above. Colocation of office 
or housing units with restaurants and retail can also be mutually beneficial, with building tenants 
acting as patrons at the businesses. Much of Pike Place Market is designated as mixed-use 
commercial property.  

Exhibit 21: Downtown Mixed-Use Properties, 2023. 

Downtown Property Mixed-Use 

Parcel Count 173 

% Total 13% 

Acreage 76 

% Total 13% 

Building Square Footage (gross) 28,660,551 

% Total 20% 
Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

  

Pike Place Market 
Few places capture the Seattle spirit 
more than Pike Place Market, a 
celebration of PNW food culture and 
crafts. Shoppers can buy food, flowers, 
local art, and a wide variety of other 
goods at its many stalls and shops. This 
market was first established in 1907. 
Today, the Market faces financial 
challenges and is actively revisioning its 
future. 
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Office 
There are 146 acres of property and 67.9 million square feet of interior building space designated 
for office use in Downtown Seattle. See Exhibit 22. Office use is the largest land use category 
Downtown and associated employment is why Downtown is the center of the regional mass 
transit system. The Commercial Core and Denny Triangle house the highest concentrations of 
office space, combining to account for 83% of all office square footage Downtown. This category 
includes iconic and skyline-defining properties such as Columbia Center, Safeco Plaza, Smith 
Tower, and Seattle City Hall. Employment in these office towers has fueled Downtown’s daytime 
hustle and bustle for decades. Recent changes in employment trends, driven by COVID-19 and the 
shift to working from home, have left many of these buildings with low attendance from tenant 
companies and high vacancy rates. This fundamental shift in patterns of work impacts street life 
and the viability of the supportive service and retail businesses that rely on employee foot traffic.  

Exhibit 22: Downtown Office Properties, 2023. 

Downtown Property Office 

Parcel Count 342 

% Total 25% 

Acreage 146 

% Total 25% 

Building Square Footage (gross) 67,890,644 

% Total 47% 
Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 
2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 
Image source (right): The Seattle Times  

 

  

Columbia Center 
Columbia Center is Seattle’s tallest 
building. At 76 stories tall, it has a 
defining presence in the Downtown office 
core. The building assumes the entire 
block on Columbia Street between 4th 
and 5th Avenues and its offices benefit 
from remarkable Seattle views. Current 
vacancy for its office space is estimated 
at 23% (Costar, 2024). 
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Retail/Other Commercial 
There are 127 acres of property and 19.6 
million square feet of interior building space 
designated for other commercial uses in 
Seattle’s Downtown. See Exhibit 23. This 
category includes commercial typologies such 
as retail, entertainment, and hospitality. 
Pioneer Square and the Commercial Core 
dedicate the most land to these commercial 
uses, together comprising 54% of all its 
acreage Downtown. The largest commercial 
property in the subarea is Lumen Field in 
Pioneer Square, which has a footprint of over 
30 acres. The retail corridor of Westlake is 
included here, as well as many cultural and nonprofit properties, with some larger examples of the 
Olympic Sculpture Park in Belltown, the Seattle Art Museum in the Commercial Core, and the 
Goodwill warehouse in the CID. These commercial uses add vibrancy, character, and supportive 
services to Downtown neighborhoods. These uses contribute to neighborhood livability, support 
Seattle’s tourism industry, and build identity for Downtown as a center for art, culture, and 
entertainment. Streel-level use requirements in core retail areas, such as Westlake and along 1st 
and 3rd Avenue, require active ground floor across a range of types including retail, libraries, child 
care, and religious facilities. 17 The Downtown Retail Core (DRC) zone which covers Westlake 
around the light rail station increases restrictions on uses such as parking lots and public facilities, 
along with lower street-level space allowed for non-retail commercial uses.18  

Exhibit 23: Downtown Other Commercial Properties, 2023. 

Downtown Property Other Commercial 

Parcel Count 277 

% Total 20% 

Acreage 127 

% Total 22% 

Building Square Footage (gross) 19,612,370 

% Total 14% 
Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

 
17 See map of street-level use areas here, Map 1G. Full list of allowed uses found in SMC 23.49.009.  
18 See SMC 23.49.090 for details of all requirements in DRC zones and SMC 23.49.009(B)(2) for street-level 
restrictions beyond other areas in the 1G map.  
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Multifamily 
There are 53 acres of property and 15.9 million square feet of interior building space designated 
for multifamily housing Downtown, including both ownership condominiums and rental 
apartments. See Exhibit 24. Belltown is home to the most multifamily property (6.9 million square 
feet), followed by the Commercial Core (3.5 million square feet) and Denny Triangle (2.5 million 
square feet). These buildings span from luxury towers boasting expansive views over Elliott Bay to 
affordable housing and assisted living communities. Residents enjoy walkable access to 
employment, entertainment, and transit. They provide important eyes on the street that cultivate 
a sense of safety and community in Downtown neighborhoods.  

Exhibit 24: Downtown Multifamily Properties, 2023. 

Downtown Property Multifamily 

Parcel Count 175 

% Total 13% 

Acreage 53 

% Total 9% 

Building Square Footage (gross) 15,9473,432 

% Total 11% 
Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 
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Institutions and Public Facilities 
There are 57 acres of property and 5.5 million square feet of 
interior building space designated for institutional and public 
facility use in Downtown Seattle. See Exhibit 25. This includes 
private schools, transportation facilities, utilities, and other 
institutional or public facility sites. There are no public schools 
Downtown. Uses from this category are largely concentrated in 
the Commercial Core, home to two-thirds of the overall 
Downtown land acreage in this category. Major Downtown 
institutions and public facilities include the ferry terminals and 
piers owned by the Port on the waterfront, the King County 
campus, the Federal Courthouse building, and the Washington 
State Convention Center. Many of these sites are large and 
some serve as landmarks of Downtown, such as the Seattle 
Public Library’s central branch. These sites serve important 
functions for the city and region but can be imposing and 
detract from street life in the surrounding blocks if not 
activated.  This has been an issue in recent years for the King 
County campus which occupies a large section of the 
Commercial Core but has experienced a decline in employee 
attendance leading to the closure of its large Administration 
Building. 19 

Exhibit 25: Downtown Institutions and Public Facilities 
Properties, 2023. 

Downtown Property 
Institutions and Public 

Facilities 

Parcel Count 54 

% Total 4% 

Acreage 57 

% Total 10% 

Building Square Footage (gross) 15,943,432 

% Total 11% 
Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 
2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

 
19 The Seattle Time, 2022  

Seattle Public Library 
The central branch of Seattle’s Public Library 
opened in 2004. Its 11 floors include special 
collections, meeting rooms, dedicated spaces 
for children and teens, and the “Seattle Room” 
which includes over 50,000 items that 
document and explore history specific to 
Seattle and the Pacific Northwest. Event 
spaces welcome authors and guest speakers 
from around the world and host free 
community events such as baby story time, 
citizenship exam prep classes, and assistance 
preparing tax returns.  
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Vacant/Parking Lots 
There are 79 acres of property currently vacant or used as a parking lot in Downtown Seattle, 
including 4.4 million square feet of parking structures. See Exhibit 26 and a map of these sites in 
Exhibit 27. The CID and Pioneer Square have proportionally high percentages of land in this 
category, with 23% and 21% of the total area in each sub-district, respectively. Large sites that are 
vacant or used as parking lots detract from street life and sense of place in a dense city center. The 
largest site with “vacant” use is Pier 48, occupying 10 acres within Pioneer Square’s section of the 
waterfront (see more on this site in the sidebar. The largest parking areas Downtown include the 
parking lot under I-5 on S Jackson Street in the CID and a county-owned parking deck in the 
Commercial Core, serving office building on the County campus.  

Exhibit 26: Downtown Vacant/Parking Properties, 2023. 

Downtown Property Vacant/Parking 

Parcel Count 244 

% Total 18% 

Acreage 79 

% Total 14% 

Building Square Footage (gross) 4,442,769 

% Total 3% 
Note: ‘Building Square Footage’ for this category is predominantly 
parking structures, as well as interior space of vacant buildings.  
Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 
2023; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Some vacancies don’t appear on the land use map for a 
variety of reasons, yet impact the Downtown experience:  

•• At 3rd and Cherry, a 1.3-acre vacant site has experienced stalled construction timelines since its 
demolition in 2005, with dreams of redevelopment as a Civic Square.20 It is a key site, located 
right at the Pioneer Square light rail station. The project has faced many delays and setbacks 
but current plans show a 57-story tower with condominium residences, ground floor retail, and 
a maintained vision for a 25,0000 square foot public plaza at the street level.21  

••  A 5-acre parcel between Lumen Field and the waterfront, and just outside the Regional Center 
boundary, is commonly known as the “WOSCA” site and has a highly debated future. Its vision 
is being set as part of a separate planning process. Temporary uses are being considered in 
connection with the 2026 World Cup Games but long-term plans are not set.  

 
20 Seattle Times, 2007  
21 https://bosadevelopment.com/project/339-cherry-street/  

Pier 48 
Pier 48 is the last vacant lot on the Seattle 
waterfront. The location has a long history 
and ties to many different cultural 
communities of Seattle. Conversations are 
ongoing about the future use of this space. 
It is located south of the passenger ferry 
terminal and currently is used for overflow 
parking for cars waiting for larger ferries.   
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Exhibit 27: Downtown Vacant, Parking Lot, and ROW Parcels Map, 2024. 

 

Note: The 3rd & Cherry vacancy is still flagged as ‘Public Use’ in the County Assessor 
dataset and the WOSCA site is outside the subarea boundary – thus, neither of 
these aforementioned properties are shown on this map.  
Sources: King County Assessor data as organized by City of Seattle, 2023; Seva 
Workshop, 2024. 
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Patterns of Ownership22 
Public agencies own over half (56%) of land Downtown, meaning that much of the 
Downtown experience is shaped by City, County, and State entities. This is a great opportunity 
for coordination across landowners to implement a cohesive vision for the Downtown experience. 
It also means that a significant portion of space is tied up in institutional uses and is unavailable 
for attracting private investment and generating property tax revenue. Public right-of-way 
accounts for 38% of this acreage and the remaining 18% is found on land divided into parcels. The 
ratio of land ownership by entity is inconsistent across Downtown’s sub-neighborhoods, however, 
as shown in Exhibit 28. Note that these tables focus on land divided into parcels and excludes 
right-of-way. 

Pioneer Square has the highest of proportion of public land, Belltown has the highest 
proportion of privately-owned land, and the CID has the highest proportion of land owned by 
non-profit entities.  

•• The CID has only a few larger sites. The Union Station site is by far the largest public 
landholding in the neighborhood, and other larger sites include the fire station and a streetcar 
maintenance site. Nonprofit owners have a higher percentage of land held in the CID than 
other neighborhoods, at 17%. The largest site is owned by Goodwill.  

•• Pioneer Square’s high ratio of public land ownership (53%) is driven by the stadium site, 
waterfront piers, and King Street Station. Other large sites in the neighborhood are privately-
owned, such as land held for railroad use and a large mixed-use development near the 
stadium. 

•• Downtown’s Commercial Core has 37% of its land owned by the public sector—the largest of 
these sites associated with the waterfront piers. This neighborhood of Downtown has the 
largest overall parcel sizes, many that stretch for an entire block.   

•• Belltown has fewer large sites and more land broken into smaller parcels for private 
ownership. The Olympic Sculpture Park contributes to the higher proportion of non-profit 
ownership.  

•• Denny Triangle’s largest publicly-owned site is the Washington State Convention Center. 
Other larger sites in this neighborhood are held by private owners—many are hotels such as 
the Westin and the Hyatt.  

 
22 Data for ownership analysis taken from King County Assessor. Gaps in information exist, and there is room 
for error in assigned ownership. Best efforts were made to correctly categorize based on published 
ownership information available.  
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Exhibit 28: Land Ownership for Downtown Parcels, by Neighborhood. 

 % Public % Private % Nonprofit  % Unclear  

Downtown Total 29% 59% 9% 3% 

CID 20% 57% 17% 6% 

Pioneer Square 53% 45% 2% 0% 

Commercial 
Core 

37% 55% 2% 6% 

Belltown 14% 70% 13% 3% 

Denny Triangle 15% 68% 14% 3% 

Note: These figures capture acreage and exclude the right-of-way.  
Sources: King County Assessor parcel data, 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024.  
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Street Life and Cultural Space 
Downtown Seattle is a beating heart and cultural hub for the region. Home to anchoring 
cultural institutions such as the Seattle Art Museum, Paramount Theatre, the Showbox, and the 
Moore, the city center’s role as a home for arts and culture is key to its identity. Larger institutions 
are complemented by many smaller galleries, music venues, theaters, and makerspaces. Events 
such as the First Thursday Art Walk at Pioneer Square and the Pier 62 Waterfront Concert Series 
have a wide draw and activate the Downtown food and nightlife scene.  

The pandemic fundamentally altered how residents, visitors, workers, and businesses 
experience Seattle’s Downtown. In April 2024, foot traffic counts were down 38% Year over 
Year from 2019 despite a 22% increase in foot traffic from residents. This decline in foot traffic 
has a major impact on local businesses and cultural institutions. It also has a pile-on effect: an 
emptier Downtown is less attractive to visit, less interesting to commute to, and less able to 
support a diverse arts and culture scene. 
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Clustered nodes of activity for complementary uses, such as entertainment venues, 
restaurants, galleries, and museums build momentum for active and safe corridors. These 
nodes have even greater chances of success when they are located with convenient 
transportation options and supportive public amenities. Artists Downtown struggle against 
increased pricing for residential and commercial space, a lack of space and equipment to support 
the creative process, and—most recently—declined activity and nightlife on the streets. 
Stakeholder engagement for this project confirmed these themes and voiced a need and desire 
for the City to demonstrate a cohesive commitment to policy, funding, and dedication of space for 
the arts Downtown.  

The following pages identify cultural spaces and public art in each Downtown neighborhood. 
Profile cutsheets highlight key corridors and describe how each area uniquely contributes to 
street life and cultural identity Downtown. Challenges for each subarea are discussed in the pages 
that follow.  
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The CID 
The CID is a landmarked historic district and boasts many phenomenal restaurants, activated 
alleyways, and celebrations of the Asian diaspora in Seattle. Challenges for street life and cultural 
space in this neighborhood include:  

•• Attractions are spread throughout the neighborhood, but a defined central corridor is 
lacking. Surface parking lots disrupt activity nodes in key areas, such as at the intersection of 
6th And King. The heart of Little Sàigòn surrounds the intersection of 12th and Jackson, but the 
public realm is still a work in progress. 

•• Major transportation corridors disrupt pedestrian navigation through the district. Fifth 
Avenue is a wide intersection separating the light rail station from the neighborhood and, 
most notably, I-5 breaks up the subarea in a way that is challenging to overcome. The 
streetcar helps bridge this divide along Jackson, but the separation detracts from street life 
for eastern CID.  

•• Safety concerns are consistently raised by community members, business owners, and 
visitors. The intersection of Jackson and 12th Avenue in Little Sàigòn is a focus area for 
complaints. In the fall of 2023, vandalism at Wing Luke Museum (King St & 8th Avenue) 
spotlighted anti-Asian crime and violence in the area. 23  

•• A lack of greenspace in this neighborhood detracts from potential activation. Community 
activism has led to a new park under development in Little Sàigòn, but more needs to be done 
to integrate greenspace and wellness amenities into the neighborhood. 24 These spaces and 
facilities complement street life and cultural corridors.  

Pioneer Square 
Pioneer Square is another landmarked historic district and is peppered with art galleries, 
restaurants, and small retail shops. Much of the arts and culture activity is clustered around 
Occidental Square, although supportive spaces and uses cover the neighborhood. Challenges for 
street life and cultural space in this neighborhood include:  

•• Topography breaks up the neighborhood in challenging ways. Pedestrian navigation can 
be tough in jumbled intersections, such as those along the 2nd Avenue Extension, and steep 
grade changes disrupt walkability.  

•• Waterfront connection has historically been lacking. New pedestrian connections are being 
made to connect Pioneer Square to the redesigned waterfront, however Pier 48 remains 
vacant and unplanned. 

•• The neighborhood’s relationship to the stadium is a tension point. Some businesses feel 
synergy from spillover patrons (with examples such as March to the Match), while others 

 
23 Seattle Times "Man charged with hate crime after vandalism at Wing Luke Museum", Sept 2023;  KOMO 
news "Little Saigon businesses in Seattle's CID plea for more police amid rising safety concerns", Sept 2023 
24 https://www.seattle.gov/parks/about-us/projects/little-saigon-park-development  
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complain about negative impacts from gameday traffic. During engagement, arts and culture 
stakeholders expressed frustration and a feeling of competition for attention and funds 
between sports and arts in the city.  

•• Pioneer Square is also a hub of vital social services in the city and region; the 
juxtaposition of poverty and nightlife creates friction. The use of public space has been a 
source of debate, as space such as Pioneer Square Park has been home to encampments for 
individuals and families experiencing homelessness.  

Commercial Core 
The Commercial Core is home to many of Seattle’s signature attractions, larger arts and culture 
institutions, and landmarked architecture. Pike Place Market is within this neighborhood, as is 
most of the waterfront. Challenges for street life and cultural space in this neighborhood include:  

•• Topography is a barrier when traveling by foot or bike. While this neighborhood is well 
served by transit, even short distances can feel long when navigating the steep slopes that rise 
from the waterfront. Access to many arts and culture landmarks without a car is a challenge, 
including the waterfront and Pike Place Market –key cultural corridors of the subarea.  

•• The waterfront has been under construction since 2019. This has created disruption, noise, 
and physical barriers to this important Downtown corridor. Work is scheduled for completion 
by the end of 2025, which will open new and activated public spaces and transform Seattle’s 
relationship to Elliott Bay.  

•• In the Commercial Core, many large commercial and institutional buildings make for 
long blocks and sterile street life. Especially as office workers have declined in attendance, 
many blocks feel cold, unwelcoming, and unsafe. Vacancies also detract from potential 
patrons of the venues and cultural offerings of the neighborhood. Activated corridors can feel 
disconnected with gaps of unfriendly streetscape.  

Belltown 
Belltown includes and is situated adjacent to major employment nodes, making it a prime after 
work destination for food and drink. Many music venues populate the core of the neighborhood’s 
cultural life and several arts collectives call the neighborhood home. Challenges for street life and 
cultural space in this neighborhood include:  

•• Once you leave dense corridors, such as 2nd Avenue, activation quickly dies off. Spaces 
adjacent to key corridors are left without the feeling of “eyes on the street”. For nightlife, this 
creates challenges for feelings of safety. Spaces such as 3rd Avenue and Bell Town Park have 
been designed for prioritization of pedestrian and bus uses, but the experience of these places 
is uneven.  

•• Pandemic recovery has been uneven in Belltown. Vacancies in key areas create challenges, 
with recent examples including illicit activity at vacant sites on 2nd Avenue and arson at a local 
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business on 1st.25 The music industry, core to Belltown’s identity, took a big hit in the 
pandemic.  

•• Olympic Sculpture Park is a Seattle gem but is disconnected from other attractions. The 
newly designed waterfront should help to connect this key cultural asset with other corridors 
of activity. Currently, it is not located near transit or other larger draw sites such as the Market. 

  

 
25 King 5, "Investigation underway after fire set in Belltown's Taqueria Cantina Restaurant", Nov 2023; Komo, 
"Belltown community alarmed over drug den in abandoned eatery amid proposed law", Apr 2024;   
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FUTURE GROWTH 

Population and Employment, Growth and Targets 
The 2023 activity unit density in Downtown is 252 au/acre. Growth targets for Downtown, as 
outlined in the draft 2024 Comprehensive Plan, would add 13,500 housing units and 60,000 jobs 
across the subarea. This growth supports VISION 2050 and the Regional Growth Strategy. If these 
targets for 2044 are achieved, the activity unit density of the center will increase to 344 au/acre. 

Downtown has been exceeding its previously allocated growth targets. Current housing units 
are about 15% higher than expectations outlined in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, as shown in 
Exhibit 29. The draft 2024 Comprehensive Plan update assigns a higher target for Downtown, 
although it does not anticipate production to continue at the rates experienced 2015-2022.  

Exhibit 29: Downtown Housing, Actual 2015-2022 and Targets from 2015 & 2024 Comprehensive Plans. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updates, 2015 & 2024; City of Seattle permit data in “UCUV Growth 
Report,” 2023; Seva Workshop, 2024.  

Employment has increased in Downtown since 2015, although impacts from COVID-19 
derailed progress from 2019 and 2020. Declined attendance of Downtown’s office employees 
means that some offices are not renewing their leases. This office space vacancy hurts the 
supportive retail and service businesses that rely on employees as customers, further impacting 
Downtown job counts. Despite this setback, Downtown Seattle continues to surpass the job 
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estimates set in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan, and the draft 2024 Plan sets even higher targets for 
the future. Seattle hopes to fully rebound from COVID-19 setbacks and re-establish the 
Downtown’s place as the regional center for identity and commerce.  

Exhibit 30: Downtown Jobs, Actual 2015-2022 and Targets from 2015 & 2024 Comprehensive Plans. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle Comprehensive Plan Updates, 2015 & 2024; City of Seattle “UCUV Growth Report,” 2023; 
Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Land Use Capacity 
In preparation for its Comprehensive Plan update and alignment with King County Buildable 
Lands study, the City of Seattle updated its land capacity model in 2022. A key focus of this 
subarea plan update is to ensure that the identified Urban Centers have the available capacity for 
housing and jobs necessary to accommodate their growth targets. The table in Exhibit 31 
summarizes the existing capacity Downtown, along with the 2044 targets for housing and 
employment. This capacity is mapped in Exhibit 32. 

There is ample capacity to meet housing and job targets in the Downtown Urban Center 
under the existing zoning framework. There are pockets of concentration for this capacity, such 
as the portions of the CID west of I-5, the northeast corner of Denny Triangle between I-99 and 
Lenora, and in Belltown on 1st Ave, 2nd Ave, and 3rd Ave corridors. See Exhibit 32. Redevelopment in 
upcoming years will likely concentrate in areas with ample development capacity. Since several of 
these areas are also areas with relatively high displacement risk, there may be a need for 
thoughtful anti-displacement policies. 
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Exhibit 31: Downtown Housing and Job Capacity and Targets.  
 

2022 2024-2044 Growth Target 
Additional Housing Unit Capacity 87,087 13,500 
Additional Job Capacity 401,875 60,000 

Note: Capacity shown for vacant or redevelopable parcels.   
Sources: City of Seattle, 2022; One Seattle Comprehensive Plan for Growth Targets; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Exhibit 32: Development Capacity in Downtown, 2022. 

 

Sources: City of Seattle Open Data Portal, 2022; Seva Workshop, 2024. 

Areas with concentrations of 
shaded parcels are more likely 
to be redeveloped in coming 
years. This creates 
displacement risk for 
vulnerable communities of 
residents and businesses within 
existing buildings. Proactive 
anti-displacement policies 
could help mitigate this risk. 
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CONSIDERATIONS FOR THE FUTURE 

Opportunities and Constraints 

Key Opportunities 
•• Downtown is comprised of several distinct neighborhoods with unique offerings. 

These neighborhoods make Seattle’s Downtown unique and offer opportunities to 
enhance Downtown both during and after office hours. The existing neighborhood 
designations and boundaries may need to be updated as the City plans for the future of 
this large and dynamic Regional Center.  

•• Downtown reflects Seattle’s history. Its growth and change over time reflect the 
evolution of Seattle from its indigenous roots to the present day. Amplifying this history, 
making space for Native storytelling, and connecting to the city’s development and 
change is an opportunity. 

•• Cultural anchors connect Downtown to other neighborhoods and the region. Pike 
Place Market, Pioneer Square, and other cultural spaces offer unique experiences that 
cannot be found elsewhere in the Puget Sound region. These sites establish an identity for 
the city and its neighbors, attracting visitors and locals alike.  

•• Downtown is well-connected. The area’s original street grid and decades of public 
investments in transit, sidewalks, and bicycle infrastructure have created an easily 
navigable urban center and a transit hub. While it is well connected, further improvements 
are needed to increase accessibility and address steep slopes.  

•• Change and future Downtown development offer the opportunity to adjust the land 
use mix. Seattle’s Downtown in 20 years is likely to have a higher allocation of land to 
residential uses. Redevelopment also opens the opportunity for integration of more green 
space and the reduction of vacant sites. 

•• Light rail expansion will enhance the connectivity and walkability of Downtown. 
Downtown will be served by enhanced light rail connections to Eastside communities, 
northern suburbs, and eventually to Ballard and West Seattle. Two or three new stations 
are expected in the Downtown Urban Center, and the City will need to reevaluate land use 
designations in these station areas once those sites are determined, particularly for the 
new CID and Denny stations. 

•• Much of Downtown’s land area is owned by public entities. This means that entities 
such as the City, County, State, and Port can have more influence over the urban 
environment and use of space in Downtown neighborhoods. Through SDOT, the public 
right-of-way can be reimagined to improve walkability and add public spaces. The City can 
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partner with King County as it rethinks the use of its campus in ways that support 
character-building and a strong presence of arts and culture Downtown. 26   

•• Downtown has the capacity needed to meet its growth targets. Current zoning 
regulations are not a barrier to achieving Downtown’s targeted increase in housing and 
job counts. Capacity analysis suggests that much of this capacity is held in the CID, 
Belltown, and Denny Triangle. Anti-displacement measures will be important to stabilize 
residents and businesses currently in these areas.  

•• There are many recent planning efforts outlining visions for Downtown 
neighborhoods and corridors. These efforts have involved extensive engagement and 
analysis. Examples include the Little Sàigòn Action Plan, Pike Place Market Master Plan, 
Chinatown-International District Strategic Plan, and Seattle Transportation Plan. Policy 
recommendations from these efforts will help this subarea plan align with community 
efforts and priorities.   

•• The Downtown Waterfront construction is scheduled for completion in 2025. This 
work reflects a huge investment in new infrastructure that will reshape Seattle’s 
relationship to its waterfront, increasing pedestrian access to this amenity and connecting 
to neighboring institutions such as Pike Place Market. Opportunity remains with visioning 
for Pier 48 on the south end.  

Key Constraints 
•• Patterns of employment for office workers have fundamentally shifted, creating an 

atmosphere of uncertainty and caution in the development community. The future of 
commercial real estate remains uncertain, and, in the meantime, street life and foot traffic 
have diminished in the Commercial Core. This hurts retail and service-oriented businesses 
and has created budget shortfalls for the City entities that rely on tax revenue from these 
tenants.  

•• The I-5 corridor creates an unfriendly eastern edge to Downtown and cuts through 
the Chinatown-International District. Neighboring areas, such as First Hill, feel less 
connected. The CID neighborhood is fragmented. Especially as an additional light rail 
station location is being considered in this subarea of Downtown, improving 
neighborhood connectivity and land uses supportive of high-capacity transit success are 
important considerations for the future.  

•• The topography Downtown impedes the practicality of walking and biking between 
certain destinations. Steep slopes rising east from the waterfront are a barrier for many 

 
26 One example for a creative partnership agreement is the VAPA Center in Charlotte, NC. The building, 
formerly used for County administrative offices, was turned over to a non-profit organization that leases 
space to artists and local non-profits. Public exhibitions bring in the community to contribute to a “Creative 
Mile” in downtown. Read more here: https://www.vapacenter.com/  
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who might otherwise choose these modes for circulation. Even with its density of uses and 
navigable grid, Downtown is difficult to navigate for many who have mobility limitations.  

•• The current land use mix, heavily weighted to office space, is struggling to maintain 
vibrancy in a changing economy. It will take time and growing pains to redevelop sites 
and realize a vision for a thriving future downtown that is fully functioning as a mixed-use 
center. This involves carving greenspace into an established grid, converting vacant office 
buildings into mixed-use sites, and creatively adapting publicly owned spaces to better 
serve the next seven generations.  

•• There is a high percentage of vacant land or space used as parking lots. These uses 
detract from street life and interrupt corridors of activity. At the same time, Downtown has 
a low percentage of land dedicated to green space. These two factors, combined with 
vacancies within existing office buildings, leave many blocks of Downtown feeling cold, 
uninviting, and unsafe.  

•• Parcels that span full blocks impose a large scale and monolithic feel when not 
adequately activated. Long blocks detract from walkability and these landowners play 
an outsized role in impacting the experience of Downtown, particularly in the Commercial 
Core. The reactivation of currently vacant sites, such as the County Administration 
Building and 3rd & Cherry, will take time, investment, and coordination among public and 
private developers.  

•• Certain areas in Pioneer Square and the CID have concentrations of buildings that are 
not seismically reinforced. These older buildings need significant investments to 
upgrade toward modern safety standards. Due to building age and condition, they tend to 
be more affordable for both residents and businesses. This increases displacement risk 
during retrofits and upgrades.  

Connections to Project Outcomes  
At the onset of this planning effort, and as part of the Racial Equity Toolkit (RET) development, the 
project team identified five key outcomes for the Downtown Urban Center. The list below 
summarizes some of the ways that existing land use Downtown either supports the RET outcomes 
or acts as a barrier.  

Key Supports: 

•• Housing production in Downtown has increased. From 2015-2022, 8,444 units were added 
within this Urban Center. This construction boom has opened the door to Downtown as a 
home for many more Seattleites.  

•• Downtown Seattle is home to many anchor institutions and drivers of employment. It is 
well connected to many parts of the city and region via transit networks. This sets a solid 
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foundation for financial opportunity and the potential for success to businesses of all 
sizes.  

•• Downtown includes a series of neighborhoods, sites, and historic districts that reflect the 
identity and culture of many previous and current generations. Continued work to draw 
these connections can further a sense of belonging for all Downtowners.  

•• Decades of investment in public transit and walkability have resulted in a Downtown 
where one can live without the cost burden of a personal vehicle. For many residents, this 
reduces cost of living and improves personal health.  For businesses, this allows for a 
wider pool of potential employees.  

Key Barriers: 

•• From its onset, racial segregation was part of development patterns Downtown. Legacies 
of exclusion in public process have fragmented generations of immigrant and non-White 
communities with long-lasting impact.  

•• Downtown was initially developed as a commercial center, with limited land dedicated to 
residential use. Housing production has ramped up in recent decades, but not all areas are 
well-designed as complete neighborhoods. There are no public schools and many blocks 
are dominated by large institutional or commercial uses. Green space is lacking.  

•• Recent shifts in employment patterns have resulted in many vacancies Downtown, 
depressed street activity, and a decline in perceptions of safety and “eyes on the street.”  

•• Many artists have been pushed out of Downtown and struggle to find space to live, work, 
create, and perform. With high costs, low foot traffic, and disparate nodes of activity, 
many local artists look elsewhere in the city and region for space to build a life and 
practice. The City has some efforts in place to support this important component to 
cultural life, but initiatives can feel disconnected and like too little too late. 
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In t rodu ct ion  
Down town  Sea t t le  h as  lon g been  t h e m os t  im p or tan t  econ om ic an d  cu lt u r a l h u b  in  th e 
Pu get  Sou n d  region , an d  over  t h e n ext  two decades  it  is  p ro ject ed  t h a t  Down town  will 
a lso  becom e Sea t t le’s  la rges t  r es iden t ia l n eigh borh ood .   Th e City’s  Dra ft  On e Sea t t le  
Com p reh en s ive Plan  an t icipa t es  t h a t  th is  growth  will con t in ue, add in g  6 0 ,0 0 0  jobs  
an d  13,50 0  n ew h ou s in g  u n it s  Down town  between  20 24  an d  20 4 4 .  As  n ot ed  in  th e 
20 24  Dra ft  En viron m en ta l Im pact  Sta t em en t  (DEIS) , h ou sin g  an d  job  growth  will 
in cr ease th e dem an d  for  p u blic facilit ies  an d  services .   
 
In  su p p or t  of t h e Down town  Region a l Cen t er  Plan , t h is  Pu blic Facilit ies  an d  Services  
An alys is  p rovides  an  an a lys is  of Down town ’s  exis t in g p ublic facilit ies  an d  services  an d  
cap ita l in ves tm en t  p rogram s for  p lan n ed  p roject s  t h a t  will serve th e a r ea , a s  well a s  
t h e a r ea ’s  ab ility t o  accom m oda te fu tu r e  growth .  Public facilit ies  an d  services  
in clu ded in  t h is  r ep or t  a r e  ca t egor ized  a s  fo llows: cu lt u r e  an d  r ecr ea t ion , u t ilit ies ,  
p u blic h ea lt h  an d  sa fety, an d  edu ca t ion .  Fu r th erm ore, t h is  r epor t  an a lyzes  t h e 
d is t r ibu t ion  of p u blic facilit ies  across  Down town ’s  five n eigh borh oods , Bellt own , 
Den n y Tr ian gle, Com m ercia l Core, Pion eer  Squ a re, an d  Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l 
Dis t r ict  (CID).  Down town  Sea t t le , t h e s t u dy a r ea  for  th is  an a lysis ,  an d  it s  
n eigh borh oods  a r e  d isp layed  below in  Figu re 1.  
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FFiigguu rr ee   11..    SSttuu ddyy  AArr eeaa   

 
Sou r ce: Cit y of Sea t t le, BAE, 20 24 . 

  



 

3 

Cu ltu r e an d  Recr ea t ion  
Loca l cu lt u r e  an d  r ecrea t ion  facilit ies  –  pa rks , lib r a r ies ,  pu blic spaces , com m u n ity 
cen t er s ,  p u blic a r t ,  an d  p laces  of wor sh ip  –  con t r ibu t e  t o  com m u n ity m em ber s ’ 
qu a lit y of life  by p rovid in g  op por tu n it ies  for  socia l in t eract ion , ph ys ica l act ivit y,  
en viron m en ta l con serva t ion , an d  com m u n ity p r ide.  Wh ile  Down town  is  h om e to  
severa l m a jor  t ou r is t  a t t r act ion s , n am ely Lum en  Field , Pike Place Market ,  an d  th e 
Sea t t le Aqua r ium , t h is  an a lys is  in ves t iga t es  sm aller - sca le facilit ies ,  p r im ar ily th ose 
m an aged  by t h e City of Sea t t le ,  an d  th eir  d is t r ibu t ion  across  Down town  
n eigh borh oods .  Loca l cu lt u r e  an d  r ecr ea t ion  facilit ies  in  Down town  a r e  offered  by t h e 
Sea t t le Pa rks  an d  Recrea t ion  (SPR) Dep a r tm en t ,  t h e Sea t t le Office of Ar t s  & Cu ltu r e  
(ARTS), t h e Sea t t le  Dep a r tm en t  of Tran sp or ta t ion  (SDOT), an d  t h e Sea t t le Pu blic 
Libra ry (SPL), a s  well a s  p r iva t e  an d  n on - p rofit  en t it ies .  Figu re 2 d isp lays  
Down town ’s  d is t r ibu t ion  of t h e fo llowin g cu lt u r e  an d  r ecr ea t ion  facilit ies : p u blic 
p a rks , com m u n ity cen t er s ,  p u blic libra r ies ,  p laces  of wor sh ip , an d  p r iva t ely- own ed 
p u blic spaces .   
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FFiigguu rr ee   22 ..    CCuu lltt uu rr ee   aann dd   RReeccrr eeaa tt iioo nn   FFaacciilliitt iieess   

 
Notes : 
(a )  Th is  da t a  or ig in a t es  fr om  th e City of Sea t t le’s  p ublic geosp a t ia l d a ta  p or t a l, Sea t t leGeoDa ta , an d  Kin g  Cou n ty’s  
p u blic geospa t ia l d a ta  por ta l, t h e KCGIS Cen t er .  Th is  da t a  m ay n ot  be in clu s ive of a ll cu lt u r e an d  r ecr ea t ion a l facilit ies .  
Th is  m ap  d isp lays  com m un ity cen t er s  m an aged  by SPR an d  lib ra r ies  m an aged  by SPL on ly. 
(b )  Places  of Wor sh ip  a r e in clu d ed  in  t h is  m ap  on ly t o  illu s t ra t e t h eir  p r oxim it y t o  o th er  facilit ies ; Th e r ep or t  d oes  
eva lu a t e Places  of Wor ksh ip  in  m or e d et a il.  
Sou r ce: Cit y of Sea t t le , Kin g  Cou n ty, BAE, 20 24 . 

Com m u n it y Cen t er  
Down town  Sea t t le  h as  on e SPR- m an aged  com m u n ity cen t er ,  th e In t ern a t ion a l 
Dis t r ict / Ch in a town  Com m u n ity Cen t er , loca ted  n ext  door  t o  th e In tern a t ion a l 
Dis t r ict / Ch in a town  Bran ch  of SPL.  Th e com m u n ity cen t er  was  bu ilt  in  20 0 4  an d  h as  a  
va r iety of facilit ies  in clu d in g  a  gym , kit ch en , basketba ll cou r t ,  m u sic room , an d  
m eet in g  room s.  Th e com m u n ity cen t er  offer s  r ecr ea t ion a l sp or t s ,  t een  p rogram s, an d  
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a  m on th ly com m un ity m ea l. Add it ion a lly, Down town  Sea t t le  h as  a  sen ior  com m u n ity 
cen t er  a t  Pike Place Market ,  t h e Pike Market  Sen ior  Cen t er  an d  Food  Ban k. Th e Pike 
Market  Sen ior  Cen t er  an d  Food  Ban k is  a  n on p rofit  o rgan iza t ion  th a t  p rovides  
p rogram m in g, services ,  an d  m ea ls  t o  p eop le aged  55 an d  u p , a s  well a s  a  food  ban k for  
p eop le  of a ll ages .  Th is  organ iza t ion  is  su p por t ed  by Sea t t le  Hum an  Services ; t h e Pike 
Place Market  Foun da t ion ; t h e Kin g Cou n ty Veter an s , Sen ior ,  an d  Hu m an  Services  
Levy; th e Pike Place Market  Public Market  Cen t er ; an d , Un it ed  Way of Kin g Cou n ty. 

Pu blic Ar t  
Down town  Sea t t le  is  h om e to n um erou s  a r t  in s t a llm en t s  p rovided  t h rou gh  a  va r iety of 
p rogram s an d  organ iza t ion s .  Between  Down town  Sea t t le ,  th e Sea t t le  Cen t er , an d  
Sou th  Lake Un ion  t h ere  a r e  over  20 0  p u blic a r t  in s t a llm en t s  sp read  across  a ll 
n eigh borh oods . Tem pora ry an d  p erm an en t  a r t  in s t a lla t ion s  in  Down town  Sea t t le  a r e  
coord in a t ed  by ARTS, Kin g Cou n ty, t h e Sea t t le  Ar t  Mu seu m  (SAM), an d  o th er  
organ iza t ion s  an d  p u blic agen cies . Recen t  t em p ora ry a r t  p ro ject s  lis t ed  on  Down town  
Sea t t le Associa t ion ’s  (DSA) webs it e  a r e  lis t ed  in  Figu re 3. 
 
Th e City of Sea t t le’s  Pu blic Ar t  p rogram , m an aged by ARTS, in t egra t es  a r tworks  in to  
p u blic spaces .  Im plem en ted  in  19 73, t h e Pu blic Ar t  p rogram  m an da t es  t h a t  on e 
p ercen t  of e ligib le  cit y cap it a l im p rovem en t  p ro ject  fu n ds  a r e  a lloca t ed  t o  p u rch ase 
an d  in s t a ll a r t  in  p a rks , lib r a r ies ,  com m u n ity cen t er s ,  on  p u blic roadways , an d  o th er  
ven u es .  ART p rovides  gu ides  an d  m ap s  t o  en cou rage exp lora t ion  of a r t  in s t a llm en t s  
by t h e p ublic. 
 
4 Cu ltu r e  is  th e cu lt u ra l fu n din g agen cy for  Kin g Cou n ty.  4 Cu ltu r e  com m iss ion s  
a r twork for  p ublic spaces  in  Kin g Cou n ty, m an ages  t h e Kin g Cou n ty Public Ar t  
Com m iss ion , an d  p rovides  con su lt in g  services  t o  develop er s  t o  in t egra t e  a r twork in to  
p ro ject s .  To do  so , 4 Cu ltu r e  r eceives  fu n din g  from  Door s  Op en , a  0 .1 p ercen t  sa les  t ax; 
Kin g Cou n ty’s  On e Percen t  for  Ar t  Ord in an ce; an d  a  lodgin g  t ax. 
 
SAM is  a  key con t r ibu tor  t o  Down town  Sea t t le’s  a r t  scen e.  SAM offer s  two m a jor  
a t t r act ion s  Down town , t h e m a in  m u seum  in  t h e Com m ercia l Core an d  a  co llect ion  of 
scu lp tu res  in  Olym pic Scu lp tu re Pa rk in  Belltown  (Figu re 4 ) . 
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FFiigguu rr ee   33..    TTeemm ppoo rr aa rr yy  PPuu bb lliicc  AArr tt   IInn ss tt aa llllaa tt iioonn ss   

 
Sou r ce: Down town  Sea t t le  Associa t ion , BAE, 20 24 . 
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FFiigguu rr ee   44 ..    OOllyymm pp iicc  SSccuu llpp tt uu rr ee   PPaa rr kk   

 
Sou r ce: Weiss / Man fr ed i, 20 25. 

Pa r ks  an d  Ou t d oor  Pu blic Sp aces  
Accord in g  t o  geospa t ia l da t a  from  SPR, Down town  h as  ap p roxim a tely 29  p u blic p a rks , 
r an gin g  from  n eigh borh ood  p ocket  p a rks  t o  m u lt ip le- acr e  ou tdoor  sp aces  an d  
in clu din g  both  pa rks  own ed  by SPR an d t h ose n ot  own ed by SPR 
 
In  r ecen t  yea r s ,  th e City of Sea t t le  h as  in ves t ed  in  th e Water fron t  Pa rk, a  var iety of 
p a rks  an d  pu blic space p ro ject s  n ea r  t h e Elliot  Bay Water fron t .  Th is  in clu des  t h e Pa rk 
Prom en ade, an  over look walk, Pier  58 , an d  Pier  6 2. Th ese p ro ject s  a r e  led  by t h e City’s  
Office of Water fron t  an d  Civic Pro ject s  (Water fron t  Sea t t le) ,  a  u n it  of SDOT.  
Water fron t  Sea t t le’s  pa rk an d  p ublic space p ro ject s  a r e  in t egra t ed  with  o th er  City 
in ves tm en t s  in  t r an spor t a t ion  in fra s t ru ctu re  an d  seawa ll u pgrades . Th e p u rp ose of 
t h ese p ro ject s  is  t o  im p rove con n ect ivit y an d  wa lkabilit y, a s  well as  in cr ease 
gr een sp ace in  t h e a r ea . Water fron t  Park com p lim en t s  an d  con n ect s  t o  o th er  exis t in g  
p a rks  a lon g t h e Ellio t  Bay Water fron t ,  in clud in g  Olym pic Scu lp tu r e  Pa rk an d  Myr t le  
Edwards  Pa rk. 
 



 

8  

 Th e Pa rk Prom en ade is  t h e core of n ew wa ter fron t  p ublic sp ace im p rovem en t s .  Th is  
p ro ject  fea tu r es  a  lin ea r  pa rk between  S Kin g St r eet  an d  Pier  6 2 with  a  two- way b ike 
p a th , boa rdwa lk access ib ilit y,  n a t ive veget a t ion , a ll gen der  r es t room s, p lay 
equ ipm en t , an d  a r t  in s t a lla t ion s . Th e two- way b ike pa th , led  by a  p u blic- p r iva t e  
p a r tn er sh ip  ca lled  Ellio t  Bay Con n ect ion s , con n ect s  Water fron t  Pa rk t o  Olym p ic 
Scu lp tu re Pa rk.  In  addit ion  t o t h e Pa rk Prom en ade, Water fron t  Sea t t le’s  r ecen t  
p ro ject s  in clu de an  over look walk, a  pedes t r ian  br idge, a  h abit a t  beach , an d  p ier  
r edevelop m en t ,  a s  well a s  va r iou s  s t r eet scape an d  t ra ffic ca lm in g p ro ject s .  
 
Ou t s ide of Down town ’s  wa t er fron t  a r ea , o th er  m a jor  p u blic spaces  in clu de Jim  Ellis  
Freeway Pa rk an d  Kobe Ter race Pa rk, loca t ed  on  t h e ea s t ern  bou n da ry of Down town ’s  
com m ercia l core, an d  t h e Kobe Ter r ace Pa rk an d  Garden , loca t ed  in  t h e Ch in a town -
In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict  n eigh borh ood .  Su spen ded  over  In t er s t a t e  5,  Jim  Ellis  Freeway 
Pa rk was  bu ilt  in  19 76  t o  r es tor e  p edes t r ian  access  between  Down town , Cap itol Hill,  
an d  Fir s t  Hill n eigh borh oods .  Freeway Pa rk is  app roxim a tely five acr es  an d  offer s  
u n iqu e a r ch it ectu r e , fou n t a in s , p lazas ,  an d  p a th ways .  Kobe Ter r ace is  a  on e- acre pa rk 
fea tu r in g  Mt . Fu ji ch er ry t r ees  an d  20 0 - yea r - o ld  Yu kim idoro  s t on e lan t ern , a  gift  
fr om  Sea t t le’s  s is t er  cit y,  Kobe, Jap an .  
 
In  addit ion  t o p ublicly- own ed  p u blic sp aces , Down town  h as  a  va r iety of p r iva t ely-
own ed  p ublic spaces  (POPS) (Figu re 2) , m os t  of wh ich  a re  con cen t r a t ed  in  t h e 
Com m ercia l Core an d  Den n y Tr ian gle n eigh borh oods . For  th e pas t  cou p le of decades , 
Th e City’s  lan d  u se code h as  p rovided  in cen t ives  for  develop er s  an d  lan down er s  t o  
in t egra t e  POPS in to  n ew developm en t .  Th is  in clu des  t h e City’s  In cen t ive Zon in g  
p rogram  wh ich  gran t s  develop er s  add it ion a l floor  a r ea  or  bu ild in g  h eigh t  in  exch an ge 
for  develop er  p rovis ion  of p u blic am en it ies  su ch  a s  p u blic op en  sp ace.  Th ere a r e  
ap p roxim a tely 4 4  p r iva t e- own ed  p ublic spaces  in  t h e cit y,  29  of wh ich  a r e  loca t ed  
Down town . Th ese sp aces  a r e  p r im ar ily m an aged  by lan d  or  bu ild in g  own er s  an d  
in clu de p lazas , a r cades , a t r ium s , h ill clim bs , an d  green  s t r eet s .  Figu re 5 below 
d isp lays  th r ee d ifferen t  POPS in  Down town .  Not  a ll p lazas  or  s im ila r  spaces  a r e a  
POPS an d som e spaces  m ay be r eserved  for  bu ild in g  t en an t s  an d  gues t s  on ly.  
Ded ica t ed  s ign age exis t s  t o  in d ica t e  wh ich  sp aces  a r e  op en  t o t h e p u blic (Figu re 5- D). 
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FFiigguu rr ee   55 ..    PPrr iivvaa tt ee llyy-- OOwwnn eedd   PPuu bb lliicc  SSpp aacceess   

 
Sou r ce: Sit eWor ksh op , Vis it  Sea t t le, Par k Pr eview, Ga t e t o  Adven t u r es , BAE, 20 24 . 

 
Th e City of Sea t t le  h as  a ssessed  service gap s , n eeds , an d  p r ior it y a reas  for  pa rks  an d  
op en  space facilit ies  th rou gh  m u lt ip le  eva lua t ion  m eth ods .  His tor ica lly,  SPR assessed  
t h e pa rk sys t em ’s  level of service based  on  th e Na t ion a l Recrea t ion  an d  Pa rk 
Associa t ion  (NRPA) gu idelin es ,  wh ich  r ecom m en d  cr it er ia  for  pa rk acr eage per  
t h ou san d  res iden t s .  Th e DEIS con s idered  SPR’s  level of service docu m en ted  in  t h e 
20 17 Pa rks  an d  Op en  Sp ace Plan , e igh t  acr es  of pa rk space p er  1,0 0 0  p eop le , t o  
eva lua t e  pa rk an d  op en  sp ace n eeds .  Th e DEIS fou n d  t h a t  add it ion a l p a rk sp ace is  
n eeded  for  t h e City’s  of Sea t t le  t o  m a in ta in  a  goa l of p rovid in g  eigh t  acr es  of pa rk 
sp ace p er  1,0 0 0  p eop le.   
 
In  r ecen t  yea r s ,  SPR h as  t r an s it ion ed  t o  a  sys t em - based  ap p roach  t o  eva lua t e  pa rk 
n eeds .  Th e 20 24  Pa rks  an d  Op en  Sp ace Plan  u ses  a  geograp h ic in form a t ion  sys t em  
gap  an a lys is  t h a t  in corp ora t es  m easu res  of wa lkability,  equ it y an d  h ea lt h , an d  in com e 
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an d  pover ty t o eva lu a te  p a rk n eeds .  Th is  an a lys is  iden t ifies  service gap  a r eas  t h a t  a r e 
m ore th an  a  10 - m in u te  walk away from  a  p ark facilit y for  a r eas  ou t s ide an  u rban  
village or  m ore t h an  a  5- m in u t e walk away from  a  p a rk facilit y for  a r eas  in s ide an  
u rban  village. Th e 20 24  Pa rks  an d  Op en  Space Plan  fou n d  th a t  9 5 percen t  of t h e 
p op u la t ion  is  with in  a  10 - m in u t e  walk from  a  pa rk an d  70  p ercen t  of t h e p op u la t ion  
with in  u rban  villages  is  with in  a  5- m in u t e  wa lk from  a  pa rk facility. 
 
Service gap  a r eas  in  Down town  Sea t t le  a r e  sh own  in  Figu re 6 .  Pa rk an d  op en  sp ace 
service gap s  exis t  across  a ll n eigh borh oods , with  t h e m os t  s ign ifican t  coverage in  
Bellt own , Den n y Tr ian gle , an d  Pion eer  Squa re. SPR’s  20 24  gap  an a lys is  fu r t h er  
over lays  service gap s  with  t h e followin g spa t ia l da t a : a  race an d  socia l equ it y in dex, 
t h e sh a re  of pop u la t ion  below th e p over ty lin e, an d  den s ity.  Th e service gap  in  
Pion eer  Squ a re cor r esp on ds  with  an  a r ea  defin ed  a s  t h e secon d  h igh es t  r acia l an d  
socia l equ it y p r ior it y.  

FFiigguu rr ee   66 ..    PPaa rr kk   aann dd   OOppeenn   SSpp aaccee   WWaa llkk aabb iilliitt yy  SSeerrvviiccee   GGaapp ss       

 
Sou r ce: Sea t t le  Pa r ks  an d  Recrea t ion , 20 24 ; BAE, 20 25. 
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Th e Office of Plan n in g an d  Com m u n ity Develop m en t ’s  (OPCD) Ou t s ide Citywide 
in it ia t ive a lso u ses  geosp a t ia l an a lysis  t o  iden t ify p r ior it y a r eas  for  p u blic in ves tm en t  
in  pa rks  an d  op en  space.   Accordin g t o  fin d in gs  from  Ou t s ide Citywide, a  m a jor it y of 
Down town  is  ca t egor ized  a s  th e h igh es t  p r ior it y for  City in ves tm en t s  in  p u blic sp ace 
im p rovem en t s .  Ou t s ide Citywide’s  p r ior it y a r eas  m ap  (Figu re 7)  iden t ifies  p r ior it y 
a r eas  based  on  exis t in g  p u blic sp ace access ,  t h e City’s  Race an d  Socia l Equ ity In dex, 
an d  pa rk p r essu re, wh ich  r efer s  t o  t h e r a t io  between  n eigh borh ood  p opu la t ion  an d  th e 
t o t a l aces  of p u blic sp aces  with in  a  10 - m in u te  walk of t h a t  n eigh borh ood .  With in  
Down town , Ou t s ide Citywide ca t egor izes  a ll o f Pion eer  Squ a re a s  th e h igh es t  p r ior ity 
for  p ublic space im p rovem en t s ,  an d  a ll of Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict  a s  t h e 
h igh es t  p r ior ity or  a  h igh  p r ior it y.   

FFiigguu rr ee   77..    OOpp eenn   SSpp aaccee   PPrr iioo rr iitt yy  AArr eeaass   

 
Sou r ce: Ou t s id e Citywid e, BAE 20 24 . 
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Pa r ks  an d  Recr ea t ion  Cap it a l Plan n in g 
SPR over sees  a  sys t em  of p a rks , n a tu r a l a r eas ,  com m u n ity cen t er s ,  t r a ils , a th let ic 
fie lds , an d  o th er  r ecr ea t ion a l facilit ies  t h rough ou t  th e city.  Accordin g  t o  th e 20 25-
20 30  Cap it a l Im p rovem en t  Program  (CIP) , th e SPR bu dget  is  81 m illion  for  20 25.  SPR 
u t ilizes  an  Asset  Man agem en t  Plan  t o iden t ify p r ior it ies  for  cap it a l p ro ject s .  Each  
p ro ject  is  eva lua t ed  by t h e fo llowin g cr it er ia : sa fety, a sset  p r eserva t ion , race an d  
socia l ju s t ice ,  lega l obliga t ion , an d  im p rovem en t s  in  efficien cy.  Th e 20 25- 20 30  CIP 
n ot es  t h a t  SPR, s im ila r  t o  o th er  City depa r tm en t s ,  is  bu rden ed by s ign ifican t  cos t  
in cr eases  r esu lt in g  from  th e p os t - p an dem ic econ om y. Both  in fla t ion  an d  t h e 
r ein s t a t em en t  of cap ita l p ro ject s  p u t  on  h old  du r in g t h e p an dem ic a r e  con t r ibu t in g  t o  
bu dget  sh or t fa lls .   
 
Th e two p r im ary fun d in g  sou rces  for  t h e SPR CIP in clu de t h e Sea t t le  Pa rk Dis t r ict  an d  
Real Es t a t e  Excise  Taxes  (REET).  Fifty- seven  p ercen t  of SPR CIP fu n ds  or igin a t e  from  
th e Sea t t le  Pa rk Dis t r ict ,  wh ich  collect s  cit y- wide p rop er ty t axes  to  fu n d  th e op era t ion  
an d  m ain t en an ce of SPR facilit ies ,  a s  well a s  t h e developm en t  of n ew facilit ies .  Th e 
Sea t t le Pa rk Dis t r ict  is  in  it s  secon d s ix- yea r  fu n d in g  Cycle  (Cycle 2) .  Cycle  2’s  
fu n d in g  p r ior it ies  a r e fou n da t ion a l m a in t en an ce n eeds  an d  clim a te r es ilien cy, a s  well 
a s  en su r in g  pa rks  facilit ies  a r e clean , sa fe,  an d  op en .  SPR u ses  REET fu n din g for  a sset  
p r eserva t ion  act ivit ies  an d  n ew pa rks  or  facilit ies .  In  add it ion  t o  th e Sea t t le  Pa rk 
Dis t r ict  an d  REET, t h e SPR CIP in clu des  fun d in g  from  Com m un ity Developm en t  Block 
Gran t s ,  t h e Cen t r a l Water fron t  Im p rovem en t  Fu n d , Payroll Expen se Tax, t h e Kin g 
Cou n ty Levy, an d  o th er  sou rces . 
 
Th e 20 25- 20 30  CIP iden t ifies  a  va r iety of SPR cap it a l in ves tm en t s  in  Down town  
Sea t t le sh own  in  Table 1.  

TTaabb llee   11..    SSeeaa tt tt llee   PPaa rrkk ss   aann dd   RReeccrr eeaa tt iioonn   CCaapp iitt aa ll  PPrr oo jjeecctt ss ,,   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   SSeeaa tt tt llee ,,  2200 2255  

PPrr oo jjeecctt   PPrr oo jjeecctt   AAcctt iivviitt iieess   
PPiieerr   5599   PPiilliinn gg   RReepp llaacceemm eenn tt   
aann dd   AAqquu aarr iiuu mm   DDeevveelloopp mm eenn tt   
DDeebbtt   SSeerr vviiccee  

• Debt  ser vice paym en t s  fo r  t h e r ep lacem en t  o f t h e p ier  p ilin g sys t em , 
in t er io r  in fr as t r u ct u r e im pr ovem en t s , an d  d evelop m en t  of por t ion s  of 
t h e Aqu a r iu m .  

• Aqu ar ium  in t er io r  in fr as t r u ct u r e im p rovem en t s . 
AAqquu aa rr iiuu mm   EExxpp aann ss iioonn ,,  
AAqquu aa rr iiuu mm   EExxpp aann ss iioonn   DDeebbtt   
SSeerr vviiccee ,,  AAqquu aarr iiuu mm   MM aa jjoorr   
MM aa iinn tt eenn aann ccee  

• Expan s ion  of Aqua r iu m ’s  foo tp r in t . 
• New p rogr am m in g  an d  vis it or  cap acit y. 
• New Ocean  Pavilion  t h a t  will in t egr a t e wit h  o t h er  wa t er fron t  

in fra s t r u ctu r e im p rovem en t s  lead  by Water fr on t  Sea t t le. 
• Im p rovem en t s  to  Pier  59  an d  6 0  t o  su p por t  exh ib it  space an d  op er a t ion s  

efficien cy. 
FFrr eeeewwaayy  PPaarr kk   • Elect r ica l, ligh t in g , u t ilit y, an d  s t o rm wat er  u p grad es . 

• Ren ova t ion s  of s it e  en t r ies , r es t r oom s , an d  fu rn ish in gs . 
• Wayfin d in g im pr ovem en t s . 
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• Progr am m in g  an d  act iva t ion  im p rovem en t s . 
PPaa rr kk   CCeenn tt rr aa ll  WWaa tt eerr ffrr oonn tt   PPiieerr ss   • Seism ic u p gr ad es . 

• Access  im p rovem en t s  t o  Wa ter fr on t  Par k. 
VViicctt oo rr   SSeeiinn bbrr uu eecckk   • Up gr ad es  to  pa r k sea t in g , p a t h s , lan d scap in g , ligh t in g , s ign age, an d  

o th er  s im ila r  fea tu r es . 
• Rep a ir in g  s to rm wat er  an d  dra in age bet ween  t h e pa r k an d  t h e Un ico 

p a r kin g  ga rage. 
YYeess lleerr   CCrr eesseenn tt   • Im p rovem en t s  Cit y Ha ll Pa r k an d  Pr efon t a in e fou n ta in  t o  en h an ce 

cir cu la t ion , a ct iva t ion , an d  p r eser va t ion , in clu d in g  u p gr ad es  t o  
p a t h ways , fu rn ish in gs , ligh t in g , an d  ir r iga t ion . 

Sou r ce: 20 25- 20 30  Par ks  an d  Recr ea t ion  Cap it a l Im p rovem en t  Pr ogram , BAE, 20 25 

Bes t  Pr act ices  for  Man agem en t  of Pu blic Sp aces  
Th e qu a lity an d  access ib ility of p u blic sp aces  va ry gr ea t ly across  Down town  Sea t t le’s  
d iver se n eigh borh oods .  For  em ployees , vis it or s  an d  th e growin g r es iden t ia l 
p op u la t ion  a like, bes t  m an agem en t  p ract ices  for  p ublic spaces  will be r equ ir ed  t o 
en su re t h a t  th ese sp aces  a r e  su ccess fu l over  t h e lon g t erm .  Th ese p r act ices  in clu de 
p rovid in g  p u blic sp aces  with  on goin g  fu n d in g  an d m ain t en an ce a ft er  im p lem en ta t ion , 
a s  well a s  p rom ot in g  sp ace act iva t ion  an d  access ib ilit y.  A m a jor it y of p ublicly- own ed  
p u blic spaces  in  Down town  a r e  cu r ren t ly m ain t a in ed  by SPR, wh ile o th er s  a r e  
m ain t a in ed  by SDOT or  t h e City of Sea t t le  Dep a r tm en t  of Neigh borh oods  (DON). POPs  
a r e  m ain t a in ed  by th eir  r esp ect ive p rop er ty own er s  in  accordan ce with  t h e Down town  
Am en ity St an da rds  in  t h e City’s  Lan d Use Code.  More sp ecifica lly, t h ese s t an da rds  
r equ ir e  th a t  p rop er ty own er s  en su re lan dscap in g , sea t in g , ligh t in g , an d  o th er  space 
elem en t s  a r e  kep t  in  a  sa fe  an d  clean  con dit ion . 
 
Pu blic spaces  r equ ir e  on goin g  fu n d in g  t o  en su re t h ese a r eas  a r e  p rop er ly an d  
m ain t a in ed  an d  r em a in  access ible .  Wh ile  p ublicly- own ed p ublic sp aces  a r e  a lloca t ed  
op era t ion  an d  m a in t en an ce fu n d in g  in  t h e CIP, m an y sp aces  a lso requ ir e  fu n d in g  in  
excess  of CIP a llowan ces .  In  t h ese in s t an ces , t h e City of Sea t t le  sh ou ld  collabora t e  
with  o th er  p u blic an d  p r iva t e s t akeh older s  to  cr ea t e  loca l en t it ies  t a sked  with  
iden t ifyin g  an d  m an agin g addit ion a l r even ue for  p u blic spaces .  Th e t yp e or  s t ru ctu r e  
of t h e en t it y can  be des ign ed  t o  m eet  th e n eeds  an d  ch a ract er is t ics  of a  given  p ublic 
sp ace.  For  exam ple, if t h er e  is  loca l p u blic in t er es t ,  p u blic space en t it ies  can  con s is t  of 
volu n t eer - based , gra ss root ,  n on - p rofit  o rgan iza t ion s  t h a t  acqu ir e  fu n ds  t h rough  
organ iz in g  fu n dra is in g  in it ia t ives  an d  obta in in g  gran t s .  If t h e su ccess  of a  p u blic 
sp ace is  t ied  t o  loca l bu s in ess  or  corpora t e  in t er es t s ,  t h e cr ea t ion  of an  en t ity based  on  
p u blic- p r iva t e  pa r tn ersh ip s  can  a llow a  p u blic sp ace t o t ap  in to  n ew sou rces  of cap it a l.  
In  addit ion  t o acqu ir in g  n ew fu n d in g  for  space op era t ion  an d  m a in t en an ce, a  p u blic 
sp ace en t it y can  en courage p a rk act iva t ion  an d  p rogram m in g.  Th is  in clu des  h os t in g 
even t s ,  su ch  a s  m arket s  t h a t  sh owcase loca l ven dor s ,  an d  o th er  r ecr ea t ion a l act ivit ies .  
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As  m en t ion ed p revious ly, th e City’s  Down town  Am en ity St an da rds  r equ ir e  th a t  
p rop er ty own er s  m a in t a in  POPs  t o  a  sa fe  an d  clean  con dit ion .  To en cou rage 
en forcem en t  of t h is  r equ ir em en t ,  t h e City of Sea t t le cou ld  op en  lin es  of 
com m u n ica t ion  t h a t  a llow vis it or s  t o  su bm it  con cern s , com m en t s ,  an d  qu es t ion s  
r ega rd in g  POPs .  Com m u n ica t ion  lin es  can  occu r  in  a  va r iety of form a t s ,  su ch  a s  a  
h ot lin e ph on e n um ber  or  on lin e su rvey.  POPs  vis it or s  cou ld  be d ir ect ed  t o  a  
com m u n ica t ion  lin e th rou gh  t h e City’s  webs it e  or  POPs  s ign age.  Add it ion a lly, t o  
im p rove t ran sp a ren cy with  p rop er ty own er s , t h e City cou ld  r evise  an d  expan d it s  
Down town  Am en ity St an da rds  t o in clu de m ore sp ecific exp ecta t ion s  for  POPs  
op era t ion  an d  m a in t en an ce.       

Pu blic Sp ace Man agem en t  
Th e p ract ice  of cr ea t in g  or  en gagin g  with  loca l en t it ies  t o  su pp or t  pu blic sp ace 
fu n d in g , m an agem en t ,  an d  act iva t ion  h as  been  im plem en ted  in  par t s  of Down town .  
Th e City leverages  p a r tn er sh ip s  with  loca l en t it ies  for  th e m an agem en t  of West lake 
Pa rk, Occiden t a l Squa re, Water fron t  Pa rk, an d  o th er  p u blic spaces . 
 
Th e Down town  Sea t t le Associa t ion  an d  Met rop olit an  Im p rovem en t  Dis t r ict  work in  
p a r tn er sh ip  with  SPR to  p rovide s t a ffin g , act iva t ion , an d  p rogram m in g for  West lake 
Pa rk an d  Occiden t a l Squ a re.  In  20 16 , DSA en t er ed  in to  an  agreem en t  with  SPR to  
m an age West lake Pa rk an d  Occiden t a l Squ are.  Sin ce t h e cr ea t ion  of t h is  pa r tn er sh ip , 
DSA h as  ra ised  $ 6 .6 7 in  p r iva t e  r even u e for  every $ 1 of a lloca t ed  SPR r even u e.  
Moreover , between  Ju ly 20 22 an d Ju n e 20 23, DSA led  over  9 ,50 0  h ou r s  of pa rk 
p rogram m in g an d act iva t ion .  In  20 23, Sea t t le  City Cou n cil vot ed  t o r en ew it s  
agreem en t  with  DSA for  an  addit ion a l s ix yea r s ,  a s  well a s  expan d  DSA’s  
r esp on s ibilit ies  t o  in clu de Bell St r eet  Pa rk an d  Pion eer  Pa rk.  BAE recom m en ds  th a t  
t h is  p ract ice  is  exp an ded  t o  o th er  p ublic sp aces  in  Down town  to p rom ote t h eir  
su ccess . 
 
As  of 20 23, SPR pa r tn ered  with  t h e Sea t t le  Cen t er  an d  Fr ien ds  of Water fron t  Sea t t le t o  
m an age op era t ion s , m a in t en an ce, an d  p u blic sa fety in  Water fron t  Pa rk.  Th e Sea t t le  
Cen t er  offer s  exp er t ise  in  m an agin g  com plex u rban  p u blic spaces  with  la rge- sca le  
even t s .  Mean wh ile ,  Fr ien ds  of Water fron t  Sea t t le ,  a  n on - p rofit  p a r t n er ,  h a s  been  
in s t ru m en ta l in  ra is in g  fu n ds  for  both  th e con s t ru ct ion  an d  on goin g  m a in t en an ce of 
t h e pa rk. Th e Sea t t le Cen t er  an d  Fr ien ds  of Water fron t  Sea t t le h ave a  con t r act  with  t h e 
City, wh ich  ou t lin es  exp ect a t ion s  for  m a in t en an ce, p u blic sa fety, an d  p rogram m in g.  
Th is  pa r tn er sh ip  h as  s t r eam lin ed  m an agem en t  effor t s ,  en su r in g t h a t  Water fron t  Pa rk 
is  sa fe  an d  access ible  for  a ll. 
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Libr a r y 
SPL offer s  libr a ry services  across  t h e City of Sea t t le t h rou gh  27 libra ry loca t ion s , 
con s is t in g  of t h e Cen t r a l Libra ry an d  26  libra ry br an ch es .  Down town  Sea t t le  h as  t h ree 
libra ry facilit ies  (Figu re 2) , two of wh ich  a re  p a r t  of t h e SPL n etwork, t h e Cen t r a l 
Libra ry an d  t h e In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict - Ch in a town  Bran ch . Down town ’s  Cen t r a l 
Libra ry, loca t ed  in  t h e Com m ercia l Core, serves  a s  SPL’s  h eadqua r ter s  an d  a  cen t ra l 
h u b  of t h e libra ry sys t em .  In  20 0 4 , th e Cen t r a l Libra ry op en ed  a  12- s tory an d  36 0 ,0 0 0  
squ a re foot  bu ild in g  with  an  au d it or iu m , va r iou s  r ead in g  or  m eet in g  sp aces , a  la rge 
com pu ter  lab , an d  an  expan s ive book collect ion .  Th e In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict -
Ch in a town  Bran ch  open ed  it s  cu r r en t  bu ild in g  in  20 0 5, wh ich  is  co- loca t ed  with  57 
u n it s  of a ffordable fam ily h ou sin g , a  com m u n ity cen t er ,  an d  r et a il sp ace.  Down town  
a lso  is  h om e to  t h e Wash in gton  Ta lkin g  Book & Bra ille  Libra ry, a  p rogram  of t h e 
Wash in gton  St a t e  Libra ry.  Loca t ed  in  t h e Den n y Tr ian gle ,  th is  libra ry p rovides  libra ry 
services  t o  r es iden t s  un able  t o  r ead  s t an da rd  p r in t  m a ter ia l due t o  a  d isability or  visu a l 
im p airm en t .   

Libr ar y Cap it a l Plan n in g 
Th e City’s  libr a r ies  a r e in t en sely u sed  p u blic sp aces  t h a t  r equ ire  s ign ifican t  
in ves tm en t  in  m ain t en an ce an d  up grade act ivit ies .  Th e n ew bu ild in gs  for  th e Cen t ra l 
Libra ry an d  t h e In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict - Ch in a town  Bran ch  t h a t  op en ed  in  20 0 4  an d  
20 0 5, resp ect ively, were fu n ded  by t h e City’s  Libra r ies  for  All (LFA) in it ia t ive, a  $ 19 6 .4  
m illion  bon d  m easu re p assed  in  19 9 8 , wh ich  r esu lt ed  in  an  8 0  p ercen t  in cr ease in  
p h ys ica l space for  t h e libra ry sys t em .  A 20 12 t o  20 19  libra ry levy fun ded  op era t ion  an d  
m ain t en an ce of n ew an d  u p graded  libr a ry bu ild in gs  t h a t  r esu lt ed  from  LFA.  In  20 19 , 
t h e City passed  an  addit ion a l seven - yea r  levy p rogram  to  p r eserve it s  lib ra ry a sset s . 
Th e libr a ry levy is  SPL’s  p r im ary fu n d in g  sou rce for  it s  CIP, accoun t in g  for  $ 7.9 8  
m illion  in  20 25. SPL a lso  leverages  REET to  su p p or t  p ro ject s  t h a t  th e libr a ry levy 
can n ot  fu lly fu n d . 
 
Th e p r im ary goa l of th e Libra ry’s  20 25- 20 30  CIP is  t o  ext en d  t h e life  of it s  facilit ies  
cr ea t ed  ou t  of LFA. Th erefore, t h e CIP p r ior it izes  p ro ject s  with in  t h e fo llowin g 
ca t egor ies : a sset  p r eserva t ion , op era t ion a l efficien cy, en viron m en ta l s t ab ilit y,  p ublic 
service im p rovem en t s ,  an d  sa fety an d  secu r it y. Ma jor  on goin g  p ro ject s  in  t h e 
Libra ry’s  20 25- 20 30  CIP con s is t  of m u lt im illion  dolla r  seism ic r et rofit s  a t  th e 
Un iver s it y an d  Colu m bia  bran ch es  an d  u p grades  t o  in form a t ion  t ech n ology 
in fra s t ru ctu r e . Add it ion a lly, m ain t en an ce of t h e Cen t r a l Libra ry is  a  s ign ifican t  
exp en ditu r e  in  t h e 20 25- 20 30  CIP, du e t o  th e bu ild in g’s  s ize, com plexit y, an d  
p op u la r it y.  SPL will r equ ir e  add it ion a l fu n d in g  ou t s ide of th e library levy t o  com p let e  
n ecessa ry m ech an ica l an d  HVAC sys t em  u p grades  a t  th e Cen t ra l Libra ry t o  com ply 
with  City r egu la t ion s . 
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Tr an spor t a t ion  
Down town ’s  t r an sp or t a t ion  n etwork in clu des  roadways , br idges , bu s  an d  ra il 
sys t em s , fer ry sys t em s , s idewalks , an d  o th er  in fra s t ru ctu re . SDOT, t h e Wash in gton  
St a t e  Depa r tm en t  of Tran sp or t a t ion  (WSDOT), Sou n d  Tran sit ,  Kin g  Cou n ty, an d  o th er  
agen cies ,  a r e  r espon s ib le  for  Down town ’s  vas t  t r an sp or t a t ion  n etwork.  In  r ecen t  
yea r s , SDOT h as  p u r sued  m ult ip le  p lan n in g  effor t s  t h a t  iden t ify t r an sp or t a t ion  
in fra s t ru ctu r e  gap s  an d  ou t lin e p rogram s an d  cap it a l p ro ject s  t o  su p p or t  Down town  
Sea t t le .  Th is  in clu des  t h e 20 24  Sea t t le  Tran sp or t a t ion  Plan  (STP) an d  t h e Down town  
Exis t in g  Con dit ion s : Tran sp or t a t ion  r ep or t .  
 
Th e STP ou t lin es  wh a t  t r an sp or t a t ion  will look like in  t h e City of Sea t t le  over  th e n ext  
20  yea r s  an d  p r ior it izes  in ves tm en t s  t h a t  en cou rage sa fer ,  m ore equ it able ,  r eliable , 
su s t a in able ,  an d  a ffordable  t r avel op t ion s .  Th e STP h igh ligh t s  81 la rge cap ita l 
p ro ject s ,  es t im a ted  t o  cos t  over  $ 10  m illion , t h a t  will advan ce th e STP’s  
t r an sp or t a t ion  n etwork vis ion .  STP cap it a l p ro ject s  with in  Down town  a r e  d isp layed  in  
Figu re 8 .   
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FFiigguu rr ee   88 ..    SSTTPP  CCaapp iitt aa ll  PPrr oo jjeecctt ss   

 
Sou r ce: SDOT, 20 24 .  

 
Mos t  cap it a l p ro ject s  p lan n ed  for  Down town  a r e  cla ss ified  a s  m u lt im oda l 
im p rovem en t s  an d  t r an s it+.  Mu lt im odal im p rovem en t s  r ep resen t  cor r idor  
im p rovem en t s  t h a t  r ebu ild  t h e r igh t - of- way t o  bet t er  serve t h e p lan n ed  m oda l 
n etwork.  In  Down town , t h is  refer s  t o  im p rovin g  safety for  act ive t r an sp or t a t ion  
u ser s ,  add in g  p u blic sp ace, su p por t in g  r eliab le  t ran s it  service, an d  im p rovin g  fr eigh t  
m obilit y.  Tran s it+ p roject s  in volve effor t s  t o  im p rove t h e qua lit y,  re liab ility,  an d  
efficien cy of p u blic t r an s it . With in  Down town , t h is  in clu des  t h e Cen t er  City Con n ector , 
an  effor t  t o  Jo in  Sou th  Lake Un ion  an d  Fir s t  Hill St r eet ca r  lin es  t o  service h u n dreds  of 
des t in a t ion s , su ch  a s  Pike Place Market  an d  Colm an  Dock.  Th is  a lso  in clu des  Kin g 
Cou n ty Met ro’s  u p grade of Rou te 7 t o  Rap idRide, wh ich  con n ect s  Down town  th rou gh  
t h e Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict  t o  Ra in ier  Valley. 
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To fu r th er  r efin e t r an sp or t a t ion  p lan n in g effor t s  in  Down town , SDOT is  p r epa r in g  a  
r ep or t ,  Down town  Exis t in g  Con dit ion s : Tran sp or t a t ion , wh ich  in ves t iga t es  t h e 
ch a llen ges  an d  op p or tu n it ies  con n ect ed  t o  Down town ’s  t r an spor t a t ion  n etwork.  Th e 
key fin d in gs  from  SDOT’s  r ep or t  a r e  h igh ligh t ed  below.  For  addit ion a l in form a t ion , 
r efer  t o  t h e Down town  Exis t in g  Con d it ion s  rep or t . 
 
DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   TTrr aann ss pp oo rr tt aa tt iioonn   NNeett wwoo rr kk   CChh aa lllleenn ggeess   

• Down town ’s  t r an sp or t a t ion  n etwork p r ior it izes  veh icu la r  u se an d  veh icu la r  
s t or age, wh ich  p oses  pu blic sa fety an d  pollu t ion  con cern s , lim it s  t h e u se of 
act ive t r an sp or t a t ion  m odes , an d  con s t r a in s  act iva t ed , p ublic space.  

• Com m u n it ies  of co lor  h ave been  d isp laced  in  Down town  Sea t t le  due t o  
developm en t  p r essu re, cos t  of h ou s in g , an d  lim it ed  t r an spor t a t ion  op t ion s .  

• Tran spor t a t ion  ba r r ier s ,  su ch  a s  la rge a r t er ia ls  an d  ra ilr oad  t r acks a t  Kin g  
St r eet  St a t ion , crea t e  n eigh borh ood d ivides  an d  obs t ru ct  access .  

• Th e COVID- 19  pan dem ic an d  t h e r ise  of r em ote work h as  con t r ibu t ed  t o  a  
declin e in  p u blic t r an sit  u se.     

• A s t r eet  n etwork of on e- way an d  m u lt ip le- lan e s t r eet s  in  Down town  leads  t o  
sp eed in g an d aggress ive d r ivin g , p os in g  safety r isks  t o  p edes t r ian s  an d  cyclis t s .  

  
DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   TTrr aann ss pp oo rr tt aa tt iioonn   NNeett wwoo rr kk   OOpp pp oo rr tt uu nn iitt iieess   

• Iden t ify cor r idor - level an d  s it e- sp ecific t r an sform a t ion s  t o r ea lloca t e  s t r eet  
sp ace an d  r edesign  s t reet s  t o  cr ea t e  m ore space for  act ive form s  of 
t r an sp or t a t ion .  

• Im plem en t  gr een  s t r eet  so lu t ion s , su ch  a s  in cr eased  t r ee can op y coverage an d  
s torm water  in fra s t ru ctu re , in  p u blic sp aces  to  advan ce p u blic h ea lth .  

• In flu en ce com m u ter s  t o  sh ift  fr om  veh icu la r  t r an sp or t a t ion  m odes t o  m ore 
efficien t  an d  su s t a in able  op t ion s .  

• En cou rage p op u la t ion  an d  job  growth  a rou n d  a r eas  with  h igh - capacit y t r an s it .   
• Redu ce d isp a r it ies  between  n eigh borh oods  in  t h e qua lit y of s t r eet s ,  s idewa lks , 

p u blic spaces , an d  br idges . 

Ut ilit ies  
Fu tu re h ou sin g  an d  job  growth  in  Down town  will in cr ease t h e dem an d  for  u t ilit y 
services .  Th e DEIS foun d  t h a t  th er e  is  su fficien t  capacit y across  a ll u t ilit y sys t em s  t o  
accom m oda te growth  in  t h e n ea r  t erm .  However ,  loca l u t ilit y sys t em s  t h a t  a r e 
ca t egor ized  a s  cap acit y con s t r a in ed  m ay lim it  t h e overa ll n um ber  of h ou s in g u n it s  
t h a t  can  be develop ed  in  each  a r ea .  Con t in u in g  on goin g  sys t em s  p lan n in g  an d  
m ain t en an ce is  im p or t an t  t o  en su r in g  t h e City of Sea t t le  can  accom m oda te fu tu r e  
growth . Th is  sect ion  reviews  exis t in g  facilit ies  an d  cap it a l p lan n in g  for  s t orm water  
an d  was t ewa ter  collect ion , wa t er  su pp ly, an d  elect r icit y in  Down town . 
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Dr a in age an d  Was t ewa t er  
Sea t t le Pu blic Ut ilit ies  (SPU) m an ages  was t ewa ter  an d  s t orm water  sys t em s  in  th e cit y.  
A m a jor it y of Down town  is  served  by a  com bin ed  sewer  sys t em  wh ere was t ewa ter  an d  
s t orm water  a r e  h eld  in  t h e sam e p ip es  an d  con veyed  t o a  was t ewa ter  t r ea tm en t  p lan t .  
Wh ile  com bin ed sys t em s  a llow both  s t orm water  an d  was t ewa ter  t o  be t r ea t ed , h eavy 
r a in  even t s  can  cau se com bin ed  sewer  over flows , wh ich  can  r esu lt  in  n ega t ive p u blic 
h ea lt h  an d  en viron m en ta l im p act s ,  a s  u n t r ea t ed  sewage is  d isch a rged  in to t h e loca l 
wa t er sh ed .  Por t ion s  of Down town , in clud in g  a r eas  a lon g t h e wa t er fron t  an d  in lan d  
a r eas  with in  t h e Com m ercia l Core, a re  served  by a  pa r t ia lly sepa ra t ed  sewer  sys t em .  
Pa r t ia lly sep a ra t ed  syst em s  were h is t or ica lly bu ilt  a s  com bin ed  sewer  sys t em s; 
h owever , SPU h as  execu t ed  sep a ra t ion  p ro ject s ,  wh ich  r esu lt ed  in  sep a ra t e s t orm  
d ra in s .  In  t h ese a r eas , s t orm water  d r a in age from  th e s t r eet s  is  con veyed  in  a  sepa ra t e  
d r a in age sys t em  to d ra in age ou t le t s .  Storm water  from  roof gu t t er s  an d  was t ewa ter  
from  h om es  an d  bu s in esses  a r e  con veyed  t ogeth er  t o  t r ea tm en t  p lan t s .   
 
In  addit ion  t o u t iliz in g t r ad it ion a l,  g r ey in fr as t ru ctu re  s t orm water  so lu t ion s , th e City 
of Sea t t le  in ves t s  in  n a tu r e- based , gr een  in fra s t ru ctu re  p ro ject s .  Green  s t orm water  
in fra s t ru ctu r e  (GSI)  p ro ject s  r edu ce t h e velocit y an d  quan t it y of s t orm water  ru n off,  
en cou rage grou n dwa ter  in filt ra t ion  an d  ru n off filt ra t ion , an d  r educe p r essu re on  
con veyan ce sys t em s .  GSI in volves  th e cap tu re of s t orm water  with  n a tu ra l vegeta t ion , 
su ch  a s  ra in  ga rden s , b ior et en t ion  bas in s , t r ees ,  p erm eable pavem en t ,  gr een  roofs , 
an d  s t orm water  p on ds.  To  p rom ote GSI app lica t ion s , SPU bu ilds  an d  m a in ta in s  GSI 
p ro ject s  t h rou gh  th eir  cap ita l p rogram ; collabora t es  with  t h e Sea t t le  Depa r tm en t  of 
Con s t ru ct ion  an d  In spect ion s  t o  en force t h e Storm water  Code t o  en su re s t orm water  
bes t  m an agem en t  p ract ices  a r e  im p lem en ted  wh en  pa rcels  a r e  r edevelop ed ; an d  
develop s  p a r tn er sh ip s  t h a t  in t egra t e GSI in to  t h e bu ilt  en viron m en t .  Accord in g  t o  City 
of Sea t t le  geospa t ia l da t a ,  th er e  a r e  app roxim a tely 1,79 5 GSI p ro ject s  in  Down town . 
 
Between  20 19  an d  20 20 , t h e SPU com plet ed  an a lyses  t o  eva lu a t e  capacit y of dr a in age 
an d  was t ewa ter  sys t em s  a s  p a r t  of t h e Sh ape Ou r  Water  Plan .  Th e 20 20  Dra in age 
Sys t em  An a lys is  (DSA) eva lua t ed  t h e r isks  of floodin g, clim a te ch an ge, an d  wa ter  
qu a lit y is su es  t o  p r ior it ize  d r a in age sys t em  capacit y r isk a r eas .  Th e 20 19  Wast ewa ter  
Sys t em  An a lys is  (WSA) iden t ified  an d  p r ior it ized  was t ewa ter  sys t em  n eeds  an d  
eva lua t ed  cap acit y r isk a r eas ,  u t iliz in g  h ydrologic an d  h ydrau lic m odels  an d  
com m u n ity feedback.  Figu re 9  d isp lays  t h e dr a in age an d  was t ewa ter  capacity r isk 
a r eas , iden t ified  a s  p ar t  of t h e DSA an d  WSA effor t s .  Nea r ly a ll o f Down town  is  ou t s ide 
of a  d r a in age capacity r isk a r ea .  However ,  Down town  h as  ext en s ive cr it ica l, h igh , an d  
m ed iu m  was t ewa ter  capacit y r isk a r eas .  
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FFiigguu rr ee   99 ..    WWaass tt eewwaatt eerr   aann dd   DDrr aa iinn aaggee   CCaapp aacciitt yy  RRiisskk   AArr eeaass     

 
Sou r ce: Sea t t le  Pu blic Ut ilit ies ,  BAE, 20 24 . 

 
Ut iliz in g t h e WSA an d  DSA, t h e DEIS eva lu a ted  im pact s  t o  was t ewater  an d  d ra in age 
r esu lt in g  from  th e im p lem en ta t ion  of d ifferen t  a lt ern a t ives  t o  p rovide m ore h ou s in g  
op t ion s  in  Sea t t le .  Across  a ll a lt ern a t ives ,  h igh er  con cen t r a t ion s  of r es iden t ia l 
dwellin gs  in  t h e cit y will in cr ease t h e dem an d  for  was t ewa ter  an d  d ra in age sys t em s , 
a s  well a s  r esu lt  in  in cr eases  in  im p erviou s  su r face a r ea .  Add it ion a lly, a r eas  with  
capacit y con s t r a in ed  was t ewa ter  an d  d ra in age sys t em s  a re  a t  h igh er  r isk t o exp er ien ce 
sys t em  s t r ess  du e t o  n ew developm en t .  However ,  n on e of t h e a lt ern a t ives  eva lua t ed  
by t h e DEIS a r e an t icipa t ed  t o  cau se s ign ifican t  adver se im p act s  t o  was t ewa ter  or  
d r a in age sys t em s , p rovided  t h e City fin a lizes  p lan n ed  cap it a l im p rovem en t s  an d  n ew 
developm en t  is  com plian t  with  th e City’s  code an d s torm water  m an u a l.   

Dr in kin g  Wat er  
SPU sup p lies  wa t er  t o  a ll o f Sea t t le  an d  18  su r rou n d in g  cit ies  an d  wa ter  d is t r ict s ,  a s  
well a s  t h e Cascade Water  Allian ce.  Th e Ceda r  River  p rovides  6 0  t o 70  p ercen t  of SPU’s  
wa ter  su p p ly, an d  t h e Sou th  Fork Tolt  River  p rovides  th e r em ain er .  Wa ter  su pp ly 
in fra s t ru ctu r e  in clu des  grou n dwa ter  wells ,  wa t er  t r ea tm en t  p lan t s ,  wa t er  s t or age 
facilit ies ,  p um p  s t a t ion s , t r an sm iss ion  an d  d is t r ibu t ion  p ip elin es , m et er s  an d  service 
con n ect ion s , m on itor in g  equ ipm en t ,  an d  o th er  service facilit ies .   
 
SPU’s  20 19  Water  Sys t em  Plan  fou n d  th a t  wat er  u sage h as  decreased  by 28  percen t  
s in ce 19 9 0  desp it e p opu la t ion  growth .  SPU’s wa t er  dem an d  forecast  an d  yield  
es t im a tes  in d ica t e  t h a t  n o  n ew wa ter  su pp ly sou rces  a r e  n eeded  p r ior  t o  20 6 0 .  With  
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r esp ect  t o  wa t er  qu a lity,  t h e 20 19  Water  Sys t em  Plan  sp ecifies  t h a t  SPU con t in u es  t o 
m eet  d r in kin g  wa ter  qu a lit y r egu la t ion s  an d  o th er  aes th et ic cr it er ia .    
 
In  p r eviou s  decades  SPU’s  cap it a l p lan n in g  was  focu sed  on  in ves tm en t  in  m a jor  
r eg ion a l facilit ies .  SPU’s  20 19  Water  Sys t em  Plan  n ot es  t h e in ves tm en t  p r ior ity h as  
sh ift ed  t o  th e r eh abilit a t ion  of d is t r ibu t ion  sys t em s  an d  im p rovem en t s  t o  sys t em  
p er form an ce a ft er  an  ea r t h quake.  Th e DEIS n ot es  t h a t  with  City’s  on goin g  cap it a l 
p ro ject s  n on e of t h e p rop osed  a lt ern a t ives  a re  an t icipa t ed  t o  adver sely im pact  t h e 
City’s  wa t er  su p p ly. 

St or m wat er ,  Was t ewa t er ,  an d  Dr in kin g  Wat er  Cap it a l 
Plan n in g  
Over  t h e n ext  s ix yea r s ,  SPU’s  20 25- 20 30  Dra in age an d  Wast ewa ter  (DWF) CIP p lan s  
for  1.54  billion  in  sp en d in g .  Reven u e sou rces  t o  fu n d  cap it a l p ro ject s  in clu de r even u e 
bon ds , s t a t e  an d  federa l low in t er es t  loan s , op era t in g  cash , an d  cap it a l gr an t s  or  in -
kin d  con t r ibu t ion s .  Th e goa l of t h e DWF CIP is  t o  rep lace fa ilin g asset s ,  con s t ru ct  n ew 
facilit ies  t o  r edu ce flood in g an d sewer  over flows , im p rove wa ter  qu a lit y an d  h abit a t , 
an d  p rovide adequ a t e  facilit ies  for  SPU’s  workforce an d  op era t ion s .  Th e DWF CIP 
p r ior it izes  p ro ject s  based  on  t h e followin g cr it er ia : p u blic h ea lt h , sa fety, an d  
en viron m en t ; in fra s t ru ctu re  r eliabilit y an d  r isk; r egu la tory, m an da t es ,  an d  lega l 
agreem en t s ; an d  ext ern a l d r iver s  an d  op p or tu n it ies .  
 
SPU’s  20 25- 20 30  Water  CIP p lan s  for  $ 1,0 30  m illion  in  sp en d in g  over  t h e n ext  s ix 
yea r s .  Cap it a l wa t er  p ro ject s  a r e  p r im ar ily fu n ded  t h rough  wa ter  ra t ep ayer s .  SPU a lso  
r eceives  fu n din g t h rou gh  gran t s ,  low in t er es t  loan s , an d  develop er  t ap  fees .  Th e goa l 
of SPU’s  Water  CIP is  t o  en su re t h eir  sys t em  is  p rop er ly m ain t a in ed , u p graded, an d  
expan ded  t o  p rovide qu a lit y d r in kin g  wa ter  t o  cu s tom er s ,  a s  well as  p ro t ect  t h e 
en viron m en t  an d  en su re r egu la tory com plian ce.  Th e Water  CIP p r ior it izes  p ro ject s  
u s in g  t h e followin g cr it er ia : r egu la tory m an da t es  an d  lega l agreem en t s ; ext ern a l 
d r iver s ; in fra s t ru ctu r e  con d it ion s  an d  vu ln erabilit ies ; level of service; an d  o th er  
factor s . 
 
Figu re 10  d isp lays  t h e p ro ject  boun da r ies  an d  work order  loca t ion s  of SPU’s  on goin g 
cap ita l im p rovem en t  p ro ject s .  Th e work order s  cor r esp on d  with  va r iou s  r ep a ir s ,  
u p grades , an d  in sp ect ion s  t o  d r a in age, wa t er  su p p ly, an d  was t ewa ter  facilit ies .  Th e 
p ro ject  boun da r ies  p r im ar ily con s is t  of d ra in age, wa t er  sup p ly, an d  was t ewa ter  u t ility 
p ro ject s  t h a t  accom pan y t r an sp or t a t ion  p ro ject s  led  by SDOT an d WSDOT.  Th is  
in clu des  d r in kin g  wa ter  sys t em  im p rovem en t s  r ela t ed  t o  th e Alaska  Way Viadu ct  an d  
o th er  Water fron t  Sea t t le  p ro ject s .  
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FFiigguu rr ee   1100 ..    AAcctt iivvee   SSPPUU  CCaapp iitt aa ll  PPrr oo jjeecctt ss   

 
Sou r ce: Cit y of Sea t t le, BAE, 20 24 . 
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Elect r icit y an d  Gas  
Sea t t le City Ligh t ,  an  elect r ic u t ilit y own ed by t h e City, serves  t h e City of Sea t t le  an d  
m u lt ip le  ad jacen t  ju r isd ict ion s . Sea t t le  City Ligh t ’s  facilit ies  in clu de a  p ower  
gen era t ion  sys t em , con s is t in g  of seven  h ydroelect r ic p lan t s ,  6 6 7 m iles  of h igh -
volt age t r an sm iss ion  lin es ,  a  d is t r ibu t ion  syst em  with  16  m a jor  su bs t a t ion s , a  sys t em s  
op era t ion s  cen t er , an d  b illin g  an d  m eter in g  tech n ology.  In  20 18 , Sea t t le  City Ligh t  
en erg ized  t h e Den n y Su bs t a t ion  wh ich  serves  Down town .  Th is  su bs t a t ion  is  design ed 
t o  la s t  50  t o  10 0  yea r s  an d  accom m oda te fu tu r e  growth  in  t h e a r ea .  Th e DEIS s t a t es  
t h a t  pop u la t ion  an d  job  growth  will in cr ease dem an d  on  t h e City’s  e lect r ica l sys t em ; 
However ,  s ign ifican t  adver se im pact s  a r e  n ot  an t icipa t ed .      
 
 Th e 20 25- 20 30  Sea t t le  City Ligh t  CIP an t icip a t es  $ 3 b illion  in  sp en d in g  over  t h e n ext  
s ix yea r s  for  in it ia t ives  su ch  a s  sa fety im p rovem en t s ,  m it iga t ion  act ivit ies ,  an d  
licen s in g  r equ ir em en ts .  Th ese cap it a l im provem en t s  a r e p r im ar ily fu n ded  by r et a il 
e lect r icity sa les ,  su rp lu s  p ower  sa les  on  t h e wh olesa le m arket ,  cu stom er  con n ect ion  
fees ,  an d  r even u e bon d  sa les ,  a s  well a s  an t icip a t ed  federa l an d  s t a t e  gr an t  fu n d in g . 
Th e CIP lis t s  m u lt ip le p ro ject s  r e levan t  t o  Down town  Sea t t le  in clu din g  th e fo llowin g: 
on goin g  work t o  in cr ease t h e Un ion  St r eet  Su bs t a t ion  n etwork capacit y; elect r ifica t ion  
of Cen tTr io wh ich  deliver s  s t eam  for  h ea t in g of bu ild in gs  Down town ; an d  u pgrades  t o  
t h e Ut ilit y Self Service Por t a l,  Sea t t le City Ligh t ’s  cu s tom er  in form at ion  sys t em . 
 
Elect r icit y in  down town  is  a lso  p rovided  by Cen Tr io , a  d is t r ict  en ergy sys t em . PSE 
p rovides  n a tu ra l gas  for  Down town  Sea t t le .  

Pu blic Hea lth  an d  Sa fet y 
In s t it u t ion s  t h a t  su ppor t  p u blic h ea lt h  an d  sa fety a r e p rovided  by both  p ublic an d  
p r iva t e en t it ies .  Sea t t le  Police Dep a r tm en t  (SPD) an d  Sea t t le  Fir e  Depa r tm en t  (SFD) 
p rovide p olice an d  fire services  for  Down town .  Th e DEIS n ot es  t h a t  h ou s in g  an d  job 
growth  will in cr ease th e dem an d  for  police services  an d  fire  p ro t ect ion  s t a ffin g an d  
t ru cks .  Th is  sect ion  r eviews  exis t in g  facilit ies ,  con d it ion s , an d  cap it a l p lan n in g  for  
SFD an d SPD.  Addit ion a lly, t h is  sect ion  in ves t iga t es  t h e p r esen ce of h osp ita ls ,  
a ss is t ed  livin g  facilit ies ,  an d  ch ildca re facilit ies  in  Down town .  Wh ile  t h ese services  
a r e  n ot  op era t ed  by t h e City of Sea t t le ,  a ccess  t o  t h ese services  is  cru cia l t o  en su r in g  
p os it ive p u blic h ea lt h  ou t com es  in  Down town .  Loca t ion s  of va r ious  p u blic h ea lt h  an d  
sa fety facilit ies  a re  d isp layed  in  Figu re 11. 
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FFiigguu rr ee   1111..    PPuu bb lliicc  HHeeaa lltt hh   aann dd   SSaa ffeett yy  FFaacciilliitt iieess   

 
Sou r ce: Cit y of Sea t t le, BAE, 20 24 . 

Po lice  
SPD p rovides  p olice services  for  th e City of Sea t t le  with  app roxim ately 1,20 0  fu ll t im e 
equ iva len t  sworn  officer s  an d  6 31 civilian  em p loyees .  Police services  con s is t  of 
p a t ro ls , 9 11 ca ll r esp on ses , in ves t iga t ion , t ra ffic an d  pa rkin g  en forcem en t ,  an d  
h om elan d  secu r it y,  a s  well a s  services  from  sp ecia lt y u n it s  in clu din g  sp ecia l weap on s  
an d  t act ics , gan g, bom b/ a r son , an d  can in e un it s .  SPD h as  five p r ecin ct s ,  each  
a ffilia t ed  with  a  base police s t a t ion  th a t  serves  a s  t h e cen t er  for  p r ecin ct  op era t ion s .  
Th e West  Precin ct  serves  Down town  Sea t t le,  a s  well a s  t h e Qu een  An n e an d  Magn olia  
n eigh borh oods .  Th e West  Precin ct  p olice  s ta t ion  is  loca t ed  off t h e in t er sect ion  of 8 t h  
Aven u e an d  Virg in ia  St r eet  in  Den n y Tr ian gle.  Th e West  Precin ct  bu ild in g  was  bu ilt  in  
19 9 9  an d  is  4 6 ,231 squa re feet .  Th e bu ild in g is  a t  fu ll cap acit y with  14 0  sworn  officer s  
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an d  8 2 addit ion a l s t a ff m em ber s .  SPD Headqu a r t er s  a r e  a lso  loca t ed  in  Down town  
Sea t t le in  th e Com m ercia l Core.  
 
SPD’s  cr im e dash boa rd  p rovides  da ta  on  an n u a l occu r r en ces  of vio len t  an d  p roper ty 
cr im e by Sea t t le  n eigh borh ood .1  In  th e pas t  five yea r s ,  th e n um ber  of r epor t ed  cr im e 
offen ses  in  Down town  Sea t t le  h as  decreased  wh ile  t h e n um ber  of cr im e offen ses  in  t h e 
City of Sea t t le h as  in creased .  Between  20 19  an d  20 23, cit y- wide an n u a l r ep or t ed  
p rop er ty cr im e offen ces  in cr eased  by 7 p ercen t  an d  vio len t  cr im e offen ces  in cr eased  
by 14  p ercen t .  Du r in g t h is  sam e t im efr am e, p rop er ty an d  vio len t  cr im e in  Down town  
decreased  by 25 an d  8  p ercen t ,  r esp ect ively.  In  20 23, app roxim a tely 8 0  p ercen t  of 
r ep or t ed  offen ses  in  Down town  Sea t t le  were cla ss ified  a s  p rop er ty cr im e offen ces , 
wh ich  in clu de la r cen y- th eft ,  bu rgla ry, m otor  veh icle  th eft ,  an d  a r son .  Figu re 12 
d isp lays  an n ua l violen t  an d  p rop er ty cr im e occu r r en ces  for  Down town  Sea t t le .   
 

FFiigguu rr ee   1122..    VViioo lleenn tt   aann dd   PPrr oo pp eerr tt yy  CCrr iimm ee  OOffffeenn ss eess   iinn   DDoo wwnn ttoo wwnn   SSeeaa tt tt llee   

 
Sou r ce: Sea t t le  Po lice Depa r tm en t , BAE, 20 24 . 

 
1 SPD’s  n eigh borh ood  geograp h ica l bou n d a r ies  a r e  s ligh t ly d iffer en t  t h an  t h e bou n d a r ies  
sp ecified  fo r  t h is  s t u d y.  Down t own  cr im e occu r r en ces  a r e  fr om  t h e fo llowin g n eigh borh ood s : 
Bellt own , SLU/ Cascad e, Com m ercia l Core, Pion eer  Squ a re, an d  Ch in a t own - In t ern a t ion a l 
Dis t r ict . 
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In  Sep t em ber  20 24 , Sea t t le  City Coun cil passed  legis la t ion  ta rget in g  p ros t it u t ion  an d  
d ru g  u se in  a reas  with  h igh  con cen t r a t ion s  of t h ese cr im es .  Th is  n ew legis la t ion  
cr ea t ed  m u lt ip le St ay Ou t  of Drug Areas  (SODA) zon es  an d  a  s in gle St ay ou t  of Area  of 
Pros t it u t ion  (SOAP) zon e.  SODA zon es  a llow th e cou r t s  t o  p roh ib it  defen dan t s  from  
r een t er in g  th ese zon es  if t h ey h ave com m it t ed  a  d rug- r ela t ed  offen se in  t h a t  zon e.  
Sim ila r ly, t h e cou r t s  h ave t h e au th or ity t o  p roh ib it  p eop le  from  r een t er in g  t h e SOAP 
zon e if t h ey h ave com m it t ed  a  p ros t it u t ion - r ela t ed  offen se in  t h a t  zon e.  Th e SOAP 
zon e is  loca t ed  on  Au rora  Aven u e in  t h e Nor th  Sea t t le  Area .  A m a jor it y of t h e SODA 
zon es  a r e loca t ed  in  Down town . SODA zon e bou n da r ies  a r e  d isp layed  in  Figu re 13. 

FFiigguu rr ee   1133..    SStt aayy  OOuu tt   oo ff  DDrr uu gg   AArreeaass     

 
Sou r ce: Cascad e Pu blic Med ia , 20 24 . 

Fir e  an d  Em er gen cy Med ica l Ser vices  
Th e Sea t t le  Fir e  Depa r tm en t  (SFD) adm in is t er s  cit y- wide services  in clu din g  fir e an d  
r escu e r esp on se, fir e p r even t ion , fir e in ves t iga t ion , em ergen cy m ed ica l services ,  an d  
p u blic edu ca t ion .  SFD a lso  p rovides  sp ecia lty services  su ch  a s  t ech n ica l an d  h eavy 
r escu e, d ive rescu e, t un n el r escu e, m ar in e r esp on se, an d  h aza rdous  m a ter ia ls  
r esp on se. SFD op era t es  five ba t t a lion s  with  33 fir e  s t a t ion s  s t r a t eg ica lly loca t ed  t o  
op t im ize a r ea  coverage an d  resp on se t im es .  As  of 20 21, SFD em p loyed  9 6 3 u n iform ed  
p er son n el an d  8 1 civilian  per son n el.  At  a ll t im es , t h er e  a r e  220  u n iform ed  p er son n el 
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on  t h e clock, p rovid in g  fire  an d  r escu e services  for  ap p roxim a tely 39 1,39 4  h ou sin g  
u n it s .  Areas  of Down town  a r e eith er  served  by Ba t t a lion  2, Ba t t a lion  5, or  Ba t t a lion  7.  
As  sh own  in  Figu re 11, t h er e  a re  t h r ee fire  s t a t ion s  in  Down town  Sea t t le : St a t ion  2 in  
Bellt own , St a t ion  5 in  t h e Com m ercia l Core, an d  St a t ion  10  in  Ch in a town -
In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict .  With  two fir e  boa t s  an d  a  r escu e boa t ,  Sta t ion  5 is  a lso  t a sked  
with  r espon d in g  t o  offsh ore em ergen cies  with in  Pu get  Sou n d .  SFD Headqua r t er s  a r e  
loca t ed  in  Pion eer  Squa re.  SFD Headqu a r t ers  op era t e  th e Hea lth  On e p rogram , an  
in t egra t ed  h ea lth  r espon se u n it  t h a t  r esp on ds  t o  p h ys ica l an d  m en ta l h ea lt h  cr ises  
an d  p rovides  socia l services  a s  n eeded .  
 
In  addit ion  t o SPD an d SFD, t h e Com m u n ity Ass is t ed  Resp on se an d  En gagem en t  
(CARE) dep a r tm en t  is  a  t h ird  bran ch  of p ublic sa fety in  th e City of Sea t t le .  CARE 
op era t es  t h e 9 - 1- 1 Com m u n ica t ion s  Cen t er  an d  t h e Com m u n ity Cr is is  Respon der  
Team .  

Po lice an d  Fir e  Cap it a l Plan n in g   
Th e 20 25- 20 30  Fin an ce an d  Adm in is t r a t ive Services  (FAS) CIP set s  t h e fram ework for  
p lan n in g , r ep lacin g , m ain t a in in g , an d  up grad in g  FAS- m an aged facilit ies  –  in clu din g  
p olice an d  fir e  bu ild in g  sp ace –  an d  IT in fras t ru ctu re .  Th e FAS CIP s t a t es  t h a t  SFD an d  
SPD u se t h e followin g cr it er ia  t o  p r ior it ize  cap it a l p ro ject s : life  an d  sa fety is su es ; 
r egu la tory com p lian ce; r ace an d  socia l ju s t ice  in it ia t ives; su s t a in ability; an d  a sset  
p r eserva t ion .  Fu n din g for  t h e FIS CIP or igin a t es  from  lim it ed  t ax gen era l obliga t ion  
bon ds , REET I, an d  space r en t  ch a rges  pa id  by City depa r tm en t s .  Th e 20 25- 20 30  FAS 
CIP p rovides  on goin g m ain t en an ce, op era t ion , an d  r eh abilit a t ion  fu n d in g  for  cit y-
wide police an d  fir e  facilit ies ,  am on g o th er  m u n icipa l bu ild in gs .   
 
Th e 20 24 - 20 29  FAS CIP a lloca t ed  fu n d in g  for  a  p ro ject  t h a t  p rovided  seism ic an d  
m ech an ica l sys t em  u pgrades  t o  Fir e  St a t ion  5 in  Down town . Th e p ro ject  h as  been  
com plet ed , an d  n o  fu r t h er  fu n din g is  a lloca ted  for  it  in  t h e 20 25- 20 30  CIP. Th e 20 25-
20 30  FAS CIP a lloca t es  fu n d in g  for  gen era l up grades  an d  r epa ir s  an d  fleet  
e lect r ifica t ion  across  va r iou s  m u n icip a l facilit ies ; However ,  t h ere  a r e  n o  p ro ject s  
sp ecifica lly focu sed  on  Down town  p olice an d  fir e  facilit ies . 

Ser vices  for  t h e  Un h ou sed  
Th e n um ber  of Sea t t le r es iden t s  livin g  with ou t  sh elt er  or  h ou sin g  is  a  h igh  p r ior it y 
is su e for  th e a r ea .  As  h igh ligh t ed  in  t h e exis t in g  con dit ion s  rep or t ,  t h e n um ber  of 
in d ividu a ls  exp er ien cin g  h om elessn ess  in  Kin g Cou n ty in creased  by 23 percen t  
between  20 22 an d  20 24 .  Sin ce t akin g  office , Mayor  Bru ce Har r ell h a s  su p p or t ed  two  
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in it ia t ives  t o  r edu ce h om elessn ess  in  Down town : t h e Kin g Cou n ty Region a l 
Hom elessn ess  Au th or it y’s  Pa r tn er sh ip  for  Zero ; an d , th e Th ird  Aven u e Project . Th ese 
in it ia t ives  seek t o  reduce h om elessn ess  by con n ect in g  p eop le  exper ien cin g  
h om elessn ess  t o  sh elter  or  perm an en t  h ou s in g , a s  well a s  socia l services . 
 
In  20 22, t h e Kin g Coun ty Region a l Hom elessn ess  Au th or ity lau n ch ed  Pa r tn er sh ip  for  
Zero .  Op era t in g u n der  t h e p rem ise t h a t  h ou s in g  is  a  basic h u m an  r igh t ,  t h is  
organ iza t ion  sough t  to  r edu ce h om elessn ess  in  Down town .  Pa r tn er sh ip  for  Zero’s  
work in clu ded  im p rovin g  in form a t ion  m an agem en t ,  s t r eam lin in g h ou s in g  p lacem en t  
sys t em s , an d  t r a in in g  case m an ager s .  Before en d in g  in  20 23, th is  p rogram  r esolved  
s ix lon g- s t an d in g  en cam pm en t s  an d  iden t ified  h ou s in g  for  231 p eop le .  Th e Th ird  
Aven u e Project ,  a lso form ed in  20 22, is  a  coa lit ion  of ou t r each  worker s ,  socia l services  
p rovider s , an d  com m un ity advoca t es .  Th is  coa lit ion  focu ses  on  r edu cin g  
h om elessn ess  an d  deter r in g  cr im e in  Down town  with  an  ap p roach  t h a t  em ph asizes  
r ela t ion sh ip  bu ild in g  an d  com m u n ity ou t r each .   
 
Wh ile  in it ia t ives  su ch  a s  Pa r tn er sh ip  for  Zero  an d  t h e Th ird  Aven ue Project  h ave m ade 
va luable  ach ievem en t s ,  m ore work n eeds  t o  be don e t o  im p rove t h e r esp on se t o  
h om elessn ess .  A 20 16  s tu dy p repa red  by Barabara  Pop p e an d  Associa t es  
(Recom m enda tions for the City of Sea ttle’s Hom elessness Investm en t Policy) h igh ligh t ed  
t h a t  t h er e a r e n um erou s  organ iza t ion s  an d  p rogram s across  Sea t t le  t h a t  p rovide 
services  for  t h ose exper ien cin g  h om elessn ess .  However ,  t h ese in it ia t ives  lack 
su fficien t  coordin a t ion , r esu lt in g  in  in efficien t  delivery of services .  To  address  t h is  
is su e, t h e 20 16  s tu dy recom m en ds  th e im p lem en ta t ion  of a  Naviga t ion  Cen t er .   
 
Th e Naviga t ion  Cen ter  p rogram  m odel is  a  bes t  p r act ice  service delivery m odel t h a t  
was  fir s t  im p lem en ted  in  San  Fran ciso .  Th is  m odel fea tu r es  a  on e- s top , low ba r r ier ,  
24 - h our  facilit y t h a t  con n ect s  p eop le  exper ien cin g  h om elessn ess  t o  va r iou s  services  
an d  p rovides  bas ic n eeds , in clud in g h ygien e, m eals ,  an d  secu re s t or age.  Usin g  h a rm  
r edu ct ion  an d  h ou s in g fir s t  p ract ices ,  a  Naviga t ion  Cen ter  con n ect s  p a r t icipan t s  t o  
h ou s in g , r eh abilit a t ion , em ploym en t , an d  oth er  services  in  a  cen t ra lized  loca t ion .  
Th is  m odel in cr eases  access ib ility t o  services  an d  can  su pp or t  coord in a t ion  of service 
delivery am on g m ult ip le  p rovider s .    

Hea lt h  Cen t er s  
Th ere a r e n o  h osp it a ls  in  Down town ; h owever ,  Down town  is  p roxim a te t o t h r ee m a jor  
h osp ita ls  loca t ed  wes t  of In t er s t a t e  5: Virg in ia  Mason  Medica l Cen t er ,  Swed ish  
Med ica l Cen t er ,  an d  Harborview Medica l Cen t er .  Th ere is  on e u rgen t  ca r e  facility in  
Down town , Zoom  Care, wh ich  is  loca t ed  in  th e Com m ercia l Core. CVS, Walgreen s , On e 
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Med ica l, an d  o th er  p rovider s  offer  h ea lt h  clin ics  in  Down town .  Th e Kin g Cou n ty 
Down town  Pu blic Healt h  Cen t er ,  loca t ed  in  Den n y Tr ian gle,  p rovides  a  va r iety of 
h ea lt h  services  for  acu t e  an d  ch ron ic con dit ion s , a s  well a s  scr een in gs  an d  
vaccin a t ion s .  
 
In t ern a t ion a l Com m un ity Hea lth  Services  ( ICHS), a  h ea lt h  ca r e  p rovider  with  a  focu s  
on  p rovid in g  cu lt u r a lly-  an d  lin gu is t ica lly ap p rop r ia t e  h ea lth  an d  welln ess  services , 
h as  a  s ign ifican t  p r esen ce in  th e Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict  with  a  va r iety of 
services  offered  across  t h r ee d iffer en t  facilit ies .  IHCS’s  h eadqua r t er s ,  loca t ed  off 8 t h  
Aven u e an d  Sou th  Dearborn  St r eet ,  p rovide a  va r iety of com m u n ity h ea lt h  services  
in clu din g  m edica l,  den t a l,  an d  vis ion  clin ics ,  a s  well a s  acu p u n ctu re, n u t r it ion  
cou n selin g , wom en / in fan t s / ch ildr en  (WIC) services ,  an d  a  ph a rm acy.  Th e ICHS 
Legacy Hou se p rovides  ou tp a t ien t  e lder ly car e  services ,  a ss is t ed  livin g , an d  adu lt  day 
services .  Th e ICHS m ea l p rogram , op era t in g ou t  of t h e Bu sh  Asia  Cen t er ,  o ffer s  
n u t r it iou s  m eals  an d  grou p  act ivit ies  for  elder ly adu lt s  an d  adu lt s  with  sp ecia l n eeds .   

Ch ildca r e an d  Ass is t ed  Livin g  Facilit ies   
Accord in g  t o  FAS’s  bus in ess  licen se da t abase t h er e  a r e  14  ch ildca re facilit ies  in  
Down town  with  two in  Bellt own , two in  Den n y Tr ian gle ,  s ix in  t h e Com m ercia l Core, 
on e in  Pion eer  Squa re, an d  on e in  Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict .  Seven  of 
Down town ’s  ch ildca re facilit ies  a re  bran ch es  of Br igh t  Hor izon s  Ch ild r en ’s  Cen t er .  
 
FAS’s  bu s in ess  licen se da t abase in d ica t es  t h er e  a r e n o  a ss is t ed  livin g  facilit ies  in  
Down town ; However ,  google  m ap s  lis t s  on e facility,  Nikkei Man or , in  add it ion  t o  ICHS 
Legacy Hou se d iscu ssed  in  th e p reviou s  sect ion .  Nikkei Man or , loca t ed  in  Ch in a town -
In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict ,  o ffer s  a ss is t ed  livin g, an  adu lt  day p rogram , an d  r esp it e  
services  for  sen ior s .  

Edu ca t ion  
Sea t t le Pu blic Sch ools  (SPS) p rovides  edu ca t ion  for  ch ild r en  with in  t h e Sea t t le  Sch ools  
Dis t r ict .  Th e Sea t t le  Sch ools  Dis t r ict  em p loyees  5,9 55 edu ca tor s  an d  serves  
ap p roxim a tely 23,6 9 1 elem en ta ry, 11,0 0 1 m idd le , an d  15,36 4  h igh  sch ool s t u den t s .  
Th e Sea t t le  Presch ool Program  (SPP) p rovides  services  in  p a r tn er sh ip  with  
com m u n ity- based  p rovider s  an d  Sea t t le  Pu blic Sch ools .  In  20 22, SPP op era t ed  ou t  of 
8 7 p rogram  s it es  with  1,9 59  s tu den t s  en ro lled .  Across  t h e Sea t t le  Sch ool Dis t r ict ,  
t h er e  a re  6 3 elem en ta ry sch ools ,  10  K- 8  sch ools ,  12 m idd le  sch ools , an d  18  High  
Sch ools .  Th ere a r e n o  SPS or  SPP loca t ion s  in  Down town .  Th ere is  on e p r iva t e sch ool 
in  Down town , Sp ru ce St r eet  Sch ool.  Sp ru ce St r eet  Sch ool is  in  Den n y Tr ian gle  an d  
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p rovides  edu ca t ion  for  kin derga r t en  th rou gh  fou r th  gr ade s t u den t s .  With  r esp ect  t o  
p u blic sch ools , a  m a jor it y of Down town  is  in  t h e a t t en dan ce a r eas  of Ba iley Ga tzer t  
Elem en ta ry Sch ool, Edm on d S. Mean y Midd le Sch ool,  an d  Gar fie ld  High sch ool.  Th ese 
sch ools  serve Bellt own , Den n y Tr ian gle , Com m ercia l Core, an d  p or t ion s  of Pion eer  
Squ a re an d  Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict .  Th ree elem en ta ry sch ools  h ave 
a t t en dan ce a r eas  with in  Down town , Lowell,  Ba iley Ga t zer t , an d  Beacon  Hill.  All of 
t h ese elem en ta ry sch ools  offer  p r esch ool p rogram s. Pu blic sch ools  t h a t  serve 
Down town  a r e  d isp layed  in  Figu re 14 .  Table  2 d isp lays  s t u den t  en ro llm en t  an d  
en ro llm en t  capacity for  p u blic sch ools  t h a t  serve Down town .  Ga r fie ld , Lowell,  an d  
Ba iley Ga tzer t  h ave t h e h igh es t  levels  of en ro llm en t  an d  a r e  close to  r each in g  capacit y.   
 
Wh ile  SPS p ro ject s  a  declin e in  overa ll en rollm en t ,  p op u la t ion  growth  in  Down town —
an  an t icip a t ed  resu lt  of t h e On e Sea t t le  Plan — cou ld  d r ive an  in cr ease in  s t u den t  
en ro llm en t  in  th e a r ea .  Th is  growth  m ay p rom p t  SPS to  ad ju s t  sch ool bou n da r ies ,  add  
cla ss room s, or  op en  n ew sch ools  t o  m eet  t h e r is in g  dem an d . 

FFiigguu rr ee   1144 ..    SSeeaa tt tt llee   PPuu bblliicc  SScchh oo oo llss   SSeerr vviinn gg   DDoowwnn ttoo wwnn   

 
Sou r ce: Sea t t le  Pu blic Sch ools , BAE, 20 24 . 
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TTaabb llee   22..    EEnn rr oo llllmm eenn tt   aann dd   EEnn rr oo llllmm eenn tt   CCaapp aacciitt yy  ffoo rr   SSeeaa tt tt llee   PPuu bb lliicc  SScchh oo oo llss   SSeerrvviinn gg  
DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn ,,   2200 2222-- 2200 2233  

 
Sou r ces : On e Sea t t le  DEIS, BAE, 20 24 . 

Sa fe Rou t es  t o  Sch ool 
SDOT over sees  t h e City’s  Sa fe Rou tes  t o  Sch ool (SRTS) p rogram , an  a im ed a t  
im p rovin g  safety in  a reas  a rou n d  sch ools  t o  en h an ce s t u den t ’s  abilit y t o  wa lk an d  bike 
t o  sch ool.  SRTS ach ieves  t h is  object ive t h rou gh  sa fety im p rovem en t s  a rou n d  sch ools  
–  in clu d in g  bu t  n ot  lim it ed  t o crosswa lks , sp eed  h u m p s , gr een ways , s ign age, an d  cu rb  
bu lbs  –  an d  p ublic educa t ion .  Becau se th ere  a r e  n o p ublic sch ools  in  Down town , 
wa lkin g  or  bikin g  t o  sch ool is  n ot  fea s ible  for  m an y s tu den t s  t h a t  r es ide in  t h e  a r ea .  
Add it ion a lly, th e loca t ion  of In t er s t a t e  5 r es t r ict s  wa lkabilit y on  Down town ’s  ea s t ern  
border .  However ,  s ix of e igh t  sch ools  with  a t t en dan ce a reas  in  Down town  h ave 
im p lem en ted  sa fety im p rovem en t s  t h a t  m ay ben efit  s t u den t s  wh o r es ide in  
Down town  an d  a r e  in  p roxim ity t o com m u te t o  sch ool by wa lkin g or  b ikin g .  Table 3 
d isp lays  th e safety im p rovem en t s  im plem en ted  a t  each  sch ool. 

TTaabb llee   33..    SSaa ffee   RRoouu tt eess   tt oo   SScchh oo oo ll  IImm pp rr oo vveemm eenn tt ss   bbyy  PPuu bb lliicc  SScchh oooo llss   SSeerr vviinn gg   DDoo wwnn tt oo wwnn   
SSttuu ddeenn tt ss   

SScchh oo oo ll  SSaa ffee tt yy  IImm pp rr oo vveemm eenn tt   ((SScchh oo ooll  YYeeaa rr   IImm pp lleemm eenn tt eedd ))   
LLoo wweellll  EElleemm eenn tt aarr yy  SScchh oo ooll  • Neigh bor h ood  Gr een way (20 19 - 20 20 ) . 
BBaa iillyy  GGaa tt zzeerr tt   EElleemm eenn tt aarr yy  SScchh oooo ll  • Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 15- 20 16 ) . 

• Sch ool Zon e Sign s  or  Beacon s  (20 17- 20 18 ). 
• Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 17- 20 18 ). 
• Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 19 - 20 20 ) . 

BBeeaaccoonn   HHiillll  EElleemm eenn tt aarr yy  SScchh oo ooll  • 3 Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t s  (20 16 - 20 17) . 
• Tr a ffic Ca lm in g  (20 17- 20 18 ). 
• Sch ool Zon e Sign s  or  Beacon s  (20 18 - 20 19 ). 

EEdd mm oonn dd   SS..  MM eeaann yy  MM iidddd llee   SScchh oo oo ll  • Neigh bor h ood  Gr een way (20 19 - 20 20 ) . 
MM eerr cceerr   IInn tt eerr nn aa tt iioonn aa ll  MM iidd dd llee   SScchh oo oo ll  • Walkway Im pr ovem en t  (20 15- 20 16 ) . 

• Walkway Im pr ovem en t  (20 15- 20 16 ). 
• Sch ool Zon e Sign s  or  Beacon s  (20 16 - 20 17) . 
• Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 17- 20 18 ). 
• Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 18 - 20 19 ) , Cross in g  Im pr ovem en t  

(20 20 - 20 21). 
WWaass hh iinn gg tt oonn   MM iidd ddllee   SScchh oo oo ll  • Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 19 - 20 20 ) . 
GGaa rr ffiieelldd   HHiigg hh   SScchh oo oo ll  • Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 17- 20 18 ) , Tra ffic Ca lm in g  (20 17-

20 18 ) , Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 20 - 20 21). 
FFrr aann kk lliinn   HHiigg hh   SScchh oo oo ll  • Sta ir ca se Pa in t in g  (20 17- 20 18 ). 

• Cr oss in g  Im pr ovem en t  (20 20 - 20 21). 
Sou r ce: Sa fe Rou t es  t o  Sch ool 5 Yea r  Act ion  Plan  20 21- 20 25, Sea t t le  Dep a r tm en t  o f Tr an spor t a t ion , BAE, 20 24 . 

School Student Enrollment % of Capacity
Lowell Elementary School 322 97%
Bailey Gatzert Elementary School 1577 97%
Beacon Hill International School 344 85%
Edmonds S. Meany Middle School 512 60%
Mercer International Middle School 854 66%
Washington Middle School 555 70%
Garfield High School 1577 97%
Franklin High School 1174 84%
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Edu ca t ion  Cap it a l Plan n in g  
Cap it a l p ro ject s ,  su ch  a s  sch ool con s t ru ct ion , u p grades , an d  im p rovem en t s ,  a r e  
p r im ar ily fun ded  by levies .  Sea t t le  r es iden t s  vot e  on  SPS levies  every t h r ee yea r s . SPS 
is  cu r r en t ly in  t h e p lan n in g  p rocess  for  it s  s ixth  Bu ild in g  Excellen ce Cap it a l Levy (BEX 
VI) .  Th e p lan n in g  p rocess  is  an  ext en s ive p rocess  t h a t  in volves  an  a ssessm en t  of 
exis t in g cap it a l a sset s  an d  fu tu r e n eeds , com m u n ity ou t r each , con cep t  p lan n in g, an d  
an  En viron m en t  Im p act  St a t em en t .  Aft er  t h e p lan n in g  p rocess  is  fin a lized , BEX VI 
will be p laced  on  t h e ba llo t  in  ea r ly 20 25.  Of t h e eigh t  Sea t t le Public Sch ools  with  
a t t en dan ce a r eas  in  Down town , on ly on e, Mercer  In t ern a t ion a l Midd le  Sch ool, h a s  an  
on goin g  cap it a l p ro ject  t o  p erm an en t ly in cr ease cap acit y fu n ded  by t h e p reviou s  SPS 
levy, BEX V.  Th is  p ro ject  in volves  dem olit ion  an d  rep lacem en t  of th e sch ool bu ild in g .  
Th e n ew sch ool will be a  174 ,0 0 0  squ a re foot  m u lt i- s t ory bu ild in g  with  ou tdoor  
lea rn in g sp acin g , a  syn th et ic t u r f p r act ice  fie ld , an d  su s t a in able  des ign  fea tu r es .  Th e 
n ew sch ool bu ild in g  is  u n der  con s t ru ct ion  an d  is  sch edu led  t o op en  Fa ll 20 25. 

Con clu s ion  
As Down town  Sea t t le  absorbs  n ew h ou s in g an d  jobs  an d  t r an s it ion s  t o  a  r es iden t ia l 
cen t er ,  it s  loca l p ublic in fra s t ru ctu re  an d  services  m u s t  grow an d  adap t  t o  serve th e 
n eeds  of p eop le  livin g t h er e .  Th e fo llowin g sect ion s  iden t ify deficien cies  in  
Down town ’s  p u blic facilit ies  an d  services  t h a t  m ay be exacerba t ed  by r esiden t ia l 
growth .  Fu r th erm ore, t h e fo llowin g sect ion s p rovide r ecom m en da t ion s  for  t h e City of 
Sea t t le t o  address  in fra s t ru ctu r e  n eeds , wh ich  will im p rove Down town ’s  abilit y t o  
accom m oda te n ew econ om ic growth  wh ile  m in im iz in g  n ega t ive extern a lit ies . 

Pu blic Facilit ies  an d  Ser vices  Gap s  
Th is  an a lys is  iden t ified  s ix p r im ary p u blic in fr a s t ru ctu r e an d  services  gap s  in  
Down town  Sea t t le ,  a s  det a iled  below.   
 

• PPuu bb lliicc  SSpp aaccee  –  Ou t s ide Citywide iden t ified  a  m a jor it y of Down town  as  t h e 
h igh es t  or  a  h igh  p r ior it y for  op en  space im provem en t s .  Deficien cies  in  p ublic 
sp ace access  a r e  m os t  p r eva len t  in  t h e fo llowin g n eigh borh oods  lis t ed  from  th e 
lowes t  level of access  t o  t h e h igh es t  level of access : Pion eer  Squ are, Ch in a town -
In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict ,  Com m ercia l Core, Den n y Tr ian gle ,  an d  Bellt own .  New 
r es iden t ia l develop m en t s  in  Down town  will in cr ease t h e dem an d for  op en  
sp ace, gr een  sp ace, an d  p u blic p a rks . 

 
• WWaass tt eewwaa tt eerr  –  A m a jor it y of Down town  is  served  by a  com bin ed  sewer  sys t em  

wh ere was t ewa ter  an d  s t orm water  an d  h eld  in  t h e sam e p ip es  an d  con veyed  t o 
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a  was t ewa ter  t r ea tm en t  p lan t .  Heavy ra in  even t s  can  cau se com bin ed  sewer  
over flows , wh ich  can  resu lt  in  n ega t ive p ublic h ea lt h  an d  en viron m en ta l 
im p act s ,  a s  u n t r ea t ed  sewage is  d isch a rged  in to  t h e loca l wa t er sh ed .  SPU’s  
20 19  Wast ewa ter  Sys t em  An alysis  fou n d  t h a t  a  m a jor it y of Down town  is  in  a  
capacit y r isk a r ea .  Pion eer  Squa re an d  Ch in a town - In t ern a t ion a l Dis t r ict  a r e  
p a r t icu la r ly a t  r isk.  New developm en t s  in  Down town  will in cr ease t h e n um ber  
of was t ewa ter  cu s tom er s ,  a s  well a s  p ressu re on  was t ewa ter  sys t em s .  
 

• SSeerrvviicceess   ffoo rr   tt hh ee  HHoo mm eelleess ss  –  Accordin g  t o  th e City of Sea t t le ,  r edu cin g  
h om elessn ess  in  Down town  is  a  h igh  p r ior ity is su e.  Wh ile  m an y in it ia t ives  
exis t  t o  im p rove access  t o  sh elt er  an d  h ou s in g , h om elessn ess  in  Kin g Cou n ty 
h as  in cr eased  in  r ecen t  yea r s . 
 

• PPuu bb lliicc  SSaa ffeett yy  aann dd   CCrr iimm ee –  Wh ile  r epor t ed  p rop er ty an d  violen t  cr im e h as  
decreased  between  20 19  an d  20 23 in  Down town , t h e p er cep t ion  of cr im e in  t h e 
a r ea  r em ain s  h igh .   
  

• UUrr ggeenn tt   aann dd   pp rr iimm aarryy  ccaa rr ee   ffaacciilliitt iieess  –  Wh ile  Down town  is  p roxim ate t o  m a jor  
h osp ita ls  wes t  of In t ers t a t e  5,  t h er e  is  a  sca r cit y of u rgen t  ca r e  an d  p r im ary ca r e  
facilit ies  with in  Down town ’s  bou n da r ies .  New r es iden t ia l developm en t  in  t h e 
a r ea  is  likely t o in cr ease t h e dem an d  for  h ea lt h  services .  

  
• EEdd uu ccaa tt iioo nn   aann dd   CChh iilldd ccaarr ee  –  Th ere a r e  n o p ublic sch ools  loca t ed  with in  

Down town .  Fu r th erm ore, five of t h e eigh t  pu blic sch ools  servin g  Down town  
a r e  a t  8 0  p ercen t  or  h igh er  en ro llm en t  cap acit y.  Th ree of t h e sch ools  servin g 
Down town , two elem en ta ry sch ools  an d  on e h igh  sch ool,  a r e  n ea r ly fu ll a t  9 7 
p ercen t  en rollm en t  cap acity.  New r esiden t ia l developm en t  in  Down town  is  
likely t o in cr ease t h e n u m ber  of sch ool- age ch ild r en  in  t h e a r ea , a s  well a s  t h e 
dem an d  for  p ublic sch ool edu ca t ion . 

Recom m en da t ion s  
In  order  t o  address  t h e p u blic facilit ies  an d  services  gap s  iden t ified  in  t h e p r eviou s  
sect ion , BAE p roposes  t h e r ecom m en da t ion s  lis t ed  in  Table  4 . Table 5. det a ils  a  lis t  o f 
St a t e  an d  federa l fu n din g  op por tu n it ies  t o  su p p or t  t h ese r ecom m en da t ion s . 

TTaabb llee   44 ..    PPuu bb lliicc  FFaacciilliitt iieess   aann dd   SSeerrvviicceess   RReeccoomm mm eenn dd aatt iioonn ss   ffoo rr   DDoowwnn ttoo wwnn   SSeeaa tt tt llee   

RReeccoo mm mm eenn dd aa tt iioo nn   IImm pp lleemm eenn tt aa tt iioo nn   SStt eepp ss   
IImm pp rr oo vvee   
MM aann aagg eemm eenn tt   
PPrr aacctt iicceess   oo ff  

• Cr ea t e or  en gage with  loca l en t it ies  t a sked  wit h  t h e m an agem en t , fu n d in g , an d  
act iva t ion  of p u blic spaces .  For  ad d it ion a l d eta ils , s ee t h e sect ion  t it led  Bes t  Pr act ices  
for  Man agem en t  of Pu blic Spaces . 
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EExxiiss tt iinn gg   PPuu bblliicc  
SSpp aacceess ..  

 
• Expan d  t h e Down town  Am en ity St an da rd s  to  in clu d e m or e specific r equ ir em en t s  for  

op er a t ion  an d  m a in t en an ce of POPs . 
 
• Im p rove lin es  of com m un ica t ion  between  p ublic sp ace victors  an d  en t it ies  with  

ju r isd ict ion  over  space op era t ion  an d  m a in t en an ce. 
 

IImm pp rr oo vvee   AAcccceess ss   
tt oo   PPuu bblliicc  GGrr eeeenn   
SSpp aacceess ..      

• Coor d in a t e with  var iou s  cit y d ep a r tm en t s , in clu d in g  SPR, SPU, an d  SDOT, t o  u t ilize 
p u blic r igh t s - of- way an d  easem en t s  a s  t em pora r y or  p er m an en t  p u blic gr een  sp ace. 

 
• Focu s  on  con n ect in g  Down t own ’s  exis t in g  pa r ks  an d  p ublic sp aces  wit h  lin ear  

g r een ways .  En sur e con n ect ivit y r each es  com m u n it ies  wit h  t h e low levels  o f g r een  
sp ace access . 

 
• Con t in u e t o  p a ir  gr een  in fra s t ru ctu r e im p r ovem en ts  with  o th er  p u blic in fr as t r u ctu r e 

im p rovem en t s .  Con t in u e to  en cou r age im p lem en ta t ion  of g r een  in fra s t r u ctu r e by 
p r iva t e m u lt i- fam ily an d  com m er cia l p r op er t y own er s . 

 
• Coor d in a t e with  SDOT t o in vest iga t e t h e fea s ib ilit y o f t em pora r ily or  p erm an en t ly 

p r oh ib it in g  veh icle access , a s ide fr om  em er gen cy ser vices , on  p u blics  r oad  p roxim a t e 
t o  gr een  spaces  t o im pr ove p edes t r ian  an d  cyclis t  a ccess . 

IInn ccrr eeaassee   
WWaass tt eewwaa tt eerr   
SSyyss tt eemm   CCaapp aacciitt yy..  

• Coor d in a t e with  SPU to  eva lua t e wh et h er  n ew cap ita l in ves tm en t s  h ave ad dr essed  
cap acit y con s t ra in ts  id en t ified  in  t h e 20 19  Was t ewa t er  Sys t em  An a lys is .  Con s id er  
u p d a t in g  t h e 20 19  Was t ewa ter  Sys t em  An a lys is  t o  r eflect  u p da t ed  pop u la t ion  growth  
t r en ds  in  t h e Down town  ar ea .  

 
• Pr ior it ize sys t em  im p rovem en t s  in  cr it ica l an d  h igh - capacit y r isk a r eas . 
 
• Con t in u e t o  p a ir  gr een  in fra s t ru ctu r e im p r ovem en ts  with  o th er  p u blic in fr as t r u ctu r e 

im p rovem en t s .  Con t in u e to  en cou r age im p lem en ta t ion  of g r een  in fra s t r u ctu r e by 
p r iva t e m u lt i- fam ily an d  com m er cia l p r op er t y own er s . 
 

SStt rr eeaamm lliinn ee  
AAcccceess ss   tt oo   
RReess oo uu rr cceess   aann dd   
SSeerr vviicceess   ffoo rr   tt hh ee   
UUnn hh oouu sseedd   
PPoo pp uu llaa tt iioo nn ..  

Im p rove service d eliver y an d  coord in a t ion  am on g ser vice p rovid er s  t h r ough  t h e 
im p lem en ta t ion  of a  Naviga t ion  Cen t er  p r ogram  m od el, as  sugges t ed  by Bar ba ra  Pop p e an d  
Associa t es , Down town . 
• Cr ea t e a  com m it t ee of loca l service p r ovid ers , com m un it y lead er s , h ou s in g  exp er t s , an d  

o th er  com m un it y s takeh old ers  t o  eva lu a t e t h e fea s ib ilit y of a  Naviga t ion  Cen t er  in  
Down town . 

 
• Id en t ify fu n d in g  sou r ces  an d  a  fu n d in g  s t ra t egy to  p lan , im p lem en t , an d  sus t a in  a  

Naviga t ion  Cen t er .   
 

PPuu rr ssuu ee   PPuu bblliicc  
IInn ffrr aa ss tt rr uu ccttuu rr ee   
IImm pp rr oo vveemm eenn tt ss   
tt hh aa tt   EEnn ccoo uu rr aagg ee   
NNeeiigghh bboo rr hh oo oodd   
SSaa ffee tt yy..  

• Coor d in a t e with  SPS t o eva lu a te h ow K- 12 s t u d en t s  livin g  Down town  com m u te t o  
sch ool.  Coor d in a t e with  SRTS to  en sur e t h is  p rogram  ser ves  Down town  s tud en t s  an d  
en cou rages  safe com m u tes  to  sch ool fr om  th is  a r ea . 

 
• En su r e p u blic s id ewa lks , pa r ks , p laza s , an d  o th er  sp aces  em p loy d es ign  p r in cip les  t h a t  

d et er  cr im e.  Th is  in clu d es  bu t  is  n o t  lim it ed  t o n a t u ra l su r veillan ce via  ligh t in g  an d  
lan d scap in g , space act iva t ion , an d  sp ace m a in t en an ce. 

 
IImm pp rr oo vvee   AAcccceess ss   
tt oo   UUrr gg eenn tt   CCaarr ee   
aann dd   PPrr iimm aarr yy  
HHeeaa lltt hh   CCaarr ee   
PPrr oo vviidd eerr ss ..  

• Collabor a t e with  d evelop er s  to  u n d ers t an d  s it e select ion  an d  fin an cia l con s t r a in t s  for  
u r gen t  ca r e an d  pr im ar y h ea lt h  ca r e clin ics .  Collabora t e wit h  OPCD t o  eva lu a t e zon in g  
r egu la t ion s  in  Down town  an d  wh eth er  t h ey n eed  t o  be m od ified  t o  a t t r act  h ea lt h  
clin ics . 

 
• En gage with  t h e p u blic h ea lt h  d ep ar t m en t  for  Kin g  Cou n ty an d  loca l com m un it y 

s t akeh old er s  to  id en t ify a r ea s  in  Down town  th a t  a r e m os t  un der ser ved  with  r esp ect  t o  
h ea lt h  ca r e access .  Pr io r it ize a t t r act in g  h ea lt h  car e clin ics  in  t h ese a r eas . 

 
IInn ccrr eeaassee   PPuu bblliicc  
SScchh oo oo ll  
EEnn rr oo llllmm eenn tt   
CCaapp aacciitt yy..    

• Coor d in a t e with  SPS t o en sur e p r o ject ion s  an d  ob ject ives  of th e On e Sea t t le Plan  ar e 
in t egra t ed  in to  t h e BEX VI p lan n in g  pr ocess .  
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• Collabor a t e with  SPS t o  eva lu a te op p or t u n it ies  t o  in cr ease en ro llm en t  cap acit y for  
p u blic sch ools  t h a t  s er ve Down town .   

 
MM iitt iigg aa tt ee   
DDiiss pp llaacceemm eenn tt   
PPrr eess ss uu rr ee   ffrr oo mm   
PPuu bblliicc  
IInn ffrr aa ss tt rr uu ccttuu rr ee   
IInn vveess ttmm eenn tt ..  

• New in ves tm en t  in  Down t own  n eigh bor h ood s  can  in cr ea se prop er t y va lu es  an d  
gen t r ifica t ion  p r essu r e.  Im p lem en ta t ion  act ion s  for  an t i- d isp lacem en t  m easu r es  a r e 
in clu d ed  in  BAE’s  An t i- Disp lacem en t  Mem o.  Pr ior it ize im p lem en t in g  an t i-
d isp lacem en t  m easur es  for  h is t o r ica lly m arg in a lized  com m un it ies . 

 

AAlliiggnn   aann nn uu aa ll  CCIIPP  
pp llaann nn iinn gg   pp rr oo cceessss   
wwiitt hh   tt hh ee   OOnn ee   
SSeeaa tt tt llee   PPllaann   aann dd   
ss uu bbaa rr eeaa   pp llaann ss ..      

• Solicit  in p u t  fr om  City Bud get  Office s t a ff t h rou gh ou t  a ll cit y p lan n in g  in it ia t ives , 
in clu d in g  t h e On e Sea t t le  Plan  an d  subar ea  p lan s .  Develop  p lan s  t h a t  in t egr a t e 
fin an cia l con s t ra in t s  an d  op por t u n it ies .  

 
• Collabor a t e with  t h e Cit y Bud get  Office t o  en sur e t h e vis ion  an d  p r ior it ies  o f cit y 

p lan n in g  in it ia t ives  a r e r eflected  in  t h e an n ua l CIP p lan n in g  p r ocess .   
 
• En gage t h e City Bud get  Office t o  eva lu a t e h ow fun d in g  p r ior it ies  an d  p r o ject  eva lua t ion  

p r ocesses  a r e es t ab lish ed  acr oss  each  CIP an d  wh et h er  t h ese pr ior it ies  an d  pr ocesses  
a r e a lign ed  with  com p r eh en s ive p lan  ob ject ives .  

Sou r ces : BAE, 20 24 . 
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TTaabb llee   55 ..  SStt aa tt ee   aann dd   FFeeddeerr aa ll  FFuu nn dd iinn gg   OOpp pp oo rr tt uu nn iitt iieess   ffoo rr   PPuu bb lliicc  FFaacciilliitt iieess   aann dd   SSeerr vviicceess   

SSoo uu rr ccee GGrr aann tt oo rr  EElliigg iibb llee  UUsseess  FFuu nn dd iinn gg   TTyypp ee 

Par ks  an d  Recr ea t ion  
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Na t ion a l Par ks  Ser vice 
Lan d  an d  Water  
Con ser va t ion  Fu n d  
 
Lear n  Mor e: 
h t t p s :/ / www.n ps .gov/ su
bject s / lwcf/ ou tdoor -
r ecr ea t ion - legacy-
p a r tn er sh ip - gran t s -
p r ogram .h tm  

Th is  p r ogram  p rovid es  fun d in g  for  
p a r k p r o ject s  in  un d erser ved  
com m u n it ies , sp ecifica lly in  u rban  
a r eas  with ou t  access  t o  ou tdoor  
sp ace, t o  cr ea t e n ew ou td oor  
r ecr ea t ion  spaces  an d  im p rove 
exis t in g  sp aces .  Fu n d s  can  be u sed  
for  t h e acqu is it ion  of lan d  an d  t h e 
d evelop m en t  of ou td oor  r ecr ea t ion  
sp aces  an d  pa r ks . 

CCoo mm pp eett iitt iivvee   GGrr aann tt ss   wwiitt hh   5500   pp eerr cceenn tt   
CCoo ss tt -- SShh aa rr iinn gg   RReeqquu iirr eemm eenn tt ..  
  
20 24  Cou n ty awar d  am oun t s  in  t h e 
St a t e o f Wash in gton  r an ged  from  
$ 335,0 0 0  t o over  $ 10  m illion . 

Dra in age, Was t ewa ter , an d  Dr in kin g  Water  
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  St a t e o f Wash in gton  

Dep a r tm en t  o f Ecology  
 
Lear n  Mor e: 
h t t p s :/ / eco logy.wa .gov/
abou t - u s / paym en t s -
con t ract s -
gran ts / gr an t s -
loan s / fin d - a- gr an t - or -
loan / wa t er - qua lit y-
com bin ed  

Th is  is  an  in t egra t ed  fu n d in g  
p r ogram  for  p r o ject s  t h a t  im p rove 
an d  pr o t ect  wa t er  qu a lit y, in clu d in g  
was t ewa ter , s t o rm water , n on poin t  
sou r ces  act ivit ies , an d  on - s it e 
sewage sys t em s.   

  

CCoo mm pp eett iitt iivvee   lloo aann ss   aann dd   ggrr aann tt ss ..  
 
Fu n d in g  is  p rovid ed  from  a  var iet y of 
sou r ces , in clu d in g  Clean  Water  
Sect ion  319  Gr an t s , Cen t en n ia l Clean  
Wat er  Progr am  Gran t s , Clean  Water  
St a t e Revolvin g  Fun d , Storm water  
Fin an cia l Ass is tan ce Pr ogram  
gran ts , an d  Stor m water  
Com m un ity- Based  Pu blic- Pr iva t e 
Par t n er sh ip s .  Fu n d in g  am ou n t  is  
con t in gen t  on  an n u a l cap it a l 
a lloca t ion s  from  EPA.  Award s  a r e 
com p et it ive, an d  pr o ject s  a r e 
select ed  by r ead in ess  an d  t h eir  
ab ilit y t o  im p rove an d  p ro t ect  wa t er  
qu a lit y.  Th e t yp e of fu n d in g  offer ed  
can  in clu d e gr an t s , low- in t er es t  
loan s , an d  loan  forg iven ess . 
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St a t e o f Wash in gton  
Dep a r tm en t  o f Ecology 
 
Lear n  Mor e: 
h t t p s :/ / doh .wa .gov/ com
m u n ity- an d -
en vir on m en t / d r in kin g-
wa ter / wa t er - sys t em -
ass is tan ce/ d r in kin g-
wa ter - s ta t e- r evolvin g-
fu n d - d wsr f 

Fu n d s  can  be u sed  for  
in fra s t r u ctu r e im p rovem en t s  for  
d r in kin g  wa t er  sys t em s . 

CCoo mm pp eett iitt iivvee   lloo aann ss   aann dd   ggrr aann tt ss ..  
  
Pro ject s  a r e p r ior it ized  an d  select ed  
on  an  an n u a l ba s is .  Fu n d in g  am oun t  
is  con t in gen t  on  an n ua l cap it a l 
a lloca t ion s  from  EPA.   Th is  p rogram  
offer s  t ech n ica l a ss is t an ce, g ran t s , 
an d  low- in t er es t  loan s .   
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U.S. Depa r tm en t  o f t h e 
In t er ior  Bur eau  of 
Reclam a t ion  
 
Lear n  Mor e: 
h t t p s :/ / www.usbr .gov/ w
a t er sm ar t / in d ex.h tm l 

Elig ib le p ro ject s  in clu d e bu t  a re n o t  
lim it ed  t o  t h e fo llowin g: 
• Water  m an agem en t  

im p rovem en t s . 
• Plan n in g  an d  d es ign  act ivit ies . 
• Water  r eclam a t ion  an d  r eu se. 
• Es t ab lish m en t  an d  

d evelop m en t  of co llabor a t ive 
wa t er sh ed  gr ou p s .  

• Water sh ed  m an agem en t  
p r o ject s . 

• Habit a t  r es t or a t ion  an d  
im p roved  fish  pa ssage. 

• Dr ough t  p lan n in g . 

TTeecchh nn iiccaa ll  AAss ss iiss tt aann ccee   aann dd   
CCoo mm pp eett iitt iivvee   GGrr aann tt ss   wwiitt hh   CCoo ss tt   
SShh aa rr iinn gg   RReeqquu iirr eemm eenn tt ss ..  
 
Wa t er SMART in clu d es  gran t s  fr om  a  
va r iet y of p rogr am s.  Fu n d in g  
am ou n t  an d  r equ ir em en t s  var y by 
p r ogram . 
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  Dep a r tm en t  o f Hea lt h  
an d  Hu m an  Ser vices  
Ad m in is t ra t ion  for  
Ch ild r en  an d  Fam ilies  
 
Lear n  Mor e: 
h t t p s :/ / www.gran t s .gov
/ sea r ch - r esu lt s -
d et a il/ 3556 0 1 

Th is  p r ogram  p rovid es  s t r eet -
ba sed  ser vices  t o  h om eless  youth  
wh o ar e r isk of h u m an  t ra ffickin g  
an d  abu se.  Ser vices  sh ou ld  as s is t  
you th  in  m akin g h ea lt h y ch oices  
an d  pr ovid in g  access  t o  r esources , 
in clu d in g  sh elt er , food , an d  
h ygien e. 

GGrr aann tt ss ..  
  
Th is  fu n d in g  sou r ce is  fo r ecas ted  t o  
be ava ilab le Febr u ar y 28 , 20 25.  
Gran t  award s  will r an ge from  
$ 9 0 ,0 0 0  t o  $ 150 ,0 0 0 . 
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Wash in g ton  Sta t e 
Dep a r tm en t  o f 
Com m er ce 
 
Lear n  Mor e: 
h t t p s :/ / www.com m er ce.
wa .gov/ cap it a l-
facilit ies / elf/  

Th is  fu n d in g  su pp or ts  t h e 
d evelop m en t  of add it ion a l h igh  
qu a lit y ea r ly lear n in g op por t un it ies  
fo r  ch ild r en  from  low- in com e 
h ou seh olds .  Elig ib le ap p lican ts  
in clu d e n on p rofit s , p u blic en t it ies , 
s ch ools , s ch ool d is t r ict s , an d  for -
p r ofit  bu s in esses .  Pr o ject s  m us t  
r esu lt  in  a  licen sed  facilit y t h a t  
in cr ea ses  ear ly lea rn in g  
op p or tu n it ies . 

GGrr aann tt ss   tt oo   RReeiimm bbuu rr ss ee  CCaapp iitt aa ll  PPrr oo jjeecctt   
EExxpp eenn ss eess ..  
  
Fu n d in g  can  be u sed  t o  r eim bur se 
t h e fo llowin g  cos t s : a cqu is it ion , 
d es ign , en gin eer in g , lim it ed  t h ir d -
p a r t y con s t r u ct ion  m an agem en t , 
con s t r u ct ion , an d  cap it a lized  
equ ip m en t . 

Mu lt ip le Pr o ject  Typ es  
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U.S. Depa r tm en t  o f 
Hou s in g  an d  Urban  
Develop m en t  
 
Lear n  Mor e: 
h t t p s :/ / www.h ud .gov/ p r
ogram _ offices / com m _
p lan n in g/ cd bg 

Fu n d in g  is  u sed  to  d evelop  viab le 
u r ban  com m un it ies  by p rovid in g  
h ou s in g  an d  econ om ic 
op p or t u n it ies , p r im ar ily for  low-  
an d  m od era t e-  in com e h ouseh old s .  
Elig ib le u ses  in clu d e bu t  a r e n ot  
lim it ed  t o  t h e fo llowin g: 
• Acqu is it ion  of r ea l p rop er t y. 
• Reloca t ion  an d  d em olit ion . 
• Reh abilit a t ion  of r es id en t ia l 

an d  n on - r es id en t ia l s t r u ct u r es . 
• Con s t r u ct ion  of p ublic facilit ies  

an d  im p rovem en t s , in clu d in g 
wa t er  an d  sewer , s t r eet s , 
n eigh bor h ood  cen t er s , an d  
con ser va t ion  of sch ool 
bu ild in gs . 

• Pu blic ser vices . 
• Act ivit ies  r ela t ed  t o  en ergy 

con ser va t ion  an d  r en ewable 
en er gy. 

• Provis ion  of a s s is t an ce t o  for -
p r ofit  bu s in esses  to  car r y ou t  
econ om ic goa ls . 

GGrr aann tt ss   aa rr ee  pp rr oo vviidd eedd   tt oo   ss tt aa tt eess ,,  cciitt iieess ,,  
aann dd   ccoo uu nn tt iieess   oonn   aa   ffoo rr mm uu llaa   bbaass iiss ..  
  
  

Sou r ces : Na t ion a l Par ks  Ser vice, St a t e o f Wash in gton  Depa r tm en t  o f Ecology, U.S. Dep ar tm en t  o f t h e In t er io r , U.S. 
Dep a r tm en t  o f Hea lt h  an d  Hum an  Ser vices , Wash in gt on  Sta te Dep a r tm en t  o f Com m er ce, U.S. Depa r tm en t  o f Hou s in g  
an d  Urban  Develop m en t , BAE, 20 24 . 
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INTRODUCTION 

This memorandum provides an evaluation of the financial feasibility of four development 
prototypes in Downtown Seattle.  These prototypes represent the types of development the 
City of Seattle is interested in supporting as part of the Urban Centers planning process, 
including high-rise residential apartments and mixed-use development, infill mass timber 
apartments, and commercial-to-residential conversion projects.  BAE Urban Economics (BAE) 
defined these development prototypes in consultation with City Staff and a broader team of 
consultants, based on recent comparable projects in the city and region that would be 
representative of residential development types anticipated through the planning time horizon. 
 
Following this introduction, the memorandum summarizes the feasibility of the four 
development prototypes under existing economic conditions, to inform the City of the current 
financial feasibility of typical development types.  In addition, this analysis evaluates various 
sensitivities that influence the feasibility of the prototypes.  This includes market factors, such 
as site acquisition costs, development costs, rental rates, and sale prices, as well as City 
policies that influence the development potential and project timeline.  The intent of the 
sensitivity analysis is to inform the City of factors that can improve the feasibility of residential 
and mixed-use prototypes envisioned in the urban centers planning process.  These factors 
may occur because of improving market conditions or specific actions the City takes to support 
the feasibility of future development in downtown.  
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FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY ANALYSIS 

MMeetthhooddoollooggyy  
BAE selected the four development prototypes in consultation with City Staff, based on 
discussions of recent developments and project proposals in the downtown area and City of 
Seattle to understand what has been feasible and what would suit downtown neighborhoods 
in terms of scale and character.  After establishing the prototypes, BAE interviewed developers 
with local experience to ascertain development costs for similar projects in recently completed 
downtown and to confirm revenue assumptions (i.e., asking rents, capitalization rates).  Cost 
assumptions include site acquisition, soft and hard construction costs, fees and permits, and 
financing costs.  This ‘baseline feasibility’ is then adjusted to account for potential market 
shifts (i.e., increases in rents), and developer adjustments (i.e., accepting lower profit margins, 
constructing more economically than assumed).  
 
DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  PPrroottoottyyppeess  
As mentioned previously, the four development prototypes studied in this memo include: (1) 
high-rise rental apartments with a ground-floor commercial component; (2) high-rise mixed-use 
development with residential, office, and hotel components; (3) mass timber rental apartment 
with ground floor retail; and (4) commercial-to-residential conversion project.  A summary of 
the prototypes is provided in Exhibit 1 on the following page, followed by descriptions of each 
prototype.  
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Exhibit 1: Downtown Development Prototype Summaries 

 

Sources: City of Seattle; BAE, 2024. 

 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##11::  HHiigghh--RRiissee  RReennttaall  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  
The high-rise rental residential prototype is based on a typical 30-story residential 
development project in downtown Seattle, with a density of nearly 960 DU per acre.  Due to 
the building height, this prototype assumes type-I construction of either concrete or steel, 
leading to higher construction costs relative to traditional wood-framed construction. This 
prototype assumes a 25,000 square foot site, equal to roughly half of a traditional downtown 
block.  In total, this 30-story residential building includes 550 housing units (55 studios, 275 
one-bedroom units, and 220 two-bedroom units).  In terms of unit size, these units range from 
500 to 900 square feet.  Given the elevators and fire exits required for a building of this size, 
the prototype assumes 20 percent circulation for a total of 522,500 square feet of gross 

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4:
High-Rise High-Rise Mass Timber Commercial to 
Residential Mixed-Use  Residential Residential

Project Characteristics

Site Size (SF - Acres) 25,000 0.57 25,000 0.57 13,750 0.32 25,000 0.57

Number of Units 550 1,000 150 96

Building Height (feet) 300 990 108 54
Number of Stories 30 90 12 6

Residential Units Count SF Count SF Count SF Count SF
Studio 55 500 100 500 15 500 10 500
1-BR 275 700 500 700 75 700 48 700
2-BR 220 900 400 900 60 900 38 950
3-BR 0 1,200 0 1,200 0 1,200 0 1,200
All Units (Total SF - Units) 550 418,000 1,000 760,000 150 114,000 96 74,700

Density (du/acre) 958 1,742 475 167

Circulation % 20% 20% 20% 30%

Total Residential Square Feet 522,500 950,000 142,500 106,714

Total Market Rate Units 522 950 142 96
Total Affordable Units 28 50 8 0
Total Affordability (% of units) 5.0% 5.0% 5.0% 0.0%
Avg Affordability (% of AMI) 60.0% 60.0% 60.0% n.a.

Ground Floor Retail Space 11,000 0 5,000 7,500

Total Office Square Feet n.a. 450,000 n.a. n.a.
Net Rentable Office SF n.a. 382,500 n.a. n.a.

Total Hotel Square Feet n.a. 75,000 n.a. n.a.
Hotel Rooms n.a. 150 n.a. n.a.

Total Building Square Feet 533,500 1,475,000 147,500 114,214
Density (FAR) 21.3 59.0 10.7 4.6

Parking
Residential Parking Spaces 0.75 413 0.75 750 0.75 113 0.33 32
Retail Parking n.a. 0 n.a. n.a.
Office Parking n.a. 300 n.a. n.a.
Hotel Parking n.a. 50 n.a. n.a.

Total Parking Spaces 413 1,100 113 32
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residential development.  Within the ground floor, this prototype includes 11,000 square feet 
of retail space for local-serving retail, food service or community service uses. Based on 
comparable projects and discussions with developers, BAE assumes that traditional market-
rate developments in downtown Seattle will include 0.75 parking space per unit.  As such, this 
prototype assumes the inclusion of 413 parking spaces in a subterranean parking garage. 
 
This prototype is required to abide by the City’s Multifamily Housing Affordability (MHA) 
ordinance.  Given this prototype is intended to represent the typical feasibility of development 
in all of downtown Seattle, which includes a variety of zoning and MHA requirements, the 
prototype assumes five percent the units must be affordable to households making 60 
percent of the Area Median Income (AMI), or 28 units within the project.   
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##22::  HHiigghh--RRiissee  MMiixxeedd--UUssee  
Representing a skyline-defining tower in downtown Seattle, the high-rise mixed-use prototype 
is based on a 90-story development.  To maximize the economic feasibility of this prototype, 
this model assumes the lower floors are reserved for a hotel component, including 150 hotel 
rooms in 75,000 square feet of building area.  The middle floors of the mixed-use tower 
include 450,000 square feet of office space intended to capture “Class A” tenants with view 
premiums and highly-amenitized space.  The remaining upper floors are reserved for 
residential units, which includes a total of 1,000 residential units.  To provide adequate 
parking for these various uses, this model assumes a total of 1,100 parking spaces, the 
majority of which are reserved for residential tenants.   
 
Similar to Prototype 1 above, this prototype is similarly required to abide by the City’s MHA 
ordinance.  While the MHA requirement ranges throughout downtown, the majority of 
downtown zones require between three and seven percent of the units to be affordable to 
households at 60 percent of AMI.  To represent a prototypical project within downtown, BAE 
assumes five percent of the units must be affordable to households at 60 percent of AMI, or 
50 total housing units within the 1,000-unit project.  
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##33::  MMaassss  TTiimmbbeerr  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  
Intended to capture innovative construction technologies and innovations that may spur future 
housing development, the third prototype models a mass timber building reaching above 100 
feet in height.  This innovative technology represents an opportunity to achieve taller buildings 
than is possible under typical type-5 wood-frame construction, which typically reaches a 
maximum of 80 to 85 feet.  This technology therefore allows greater densities and a better 
utilization of urban land without requiring the use of full type-I construction like steel or 
concrete.  To date, a limited number of mass timber residential buildings have completed in 
Seattle, although local mass timber manufacturing plants are increasing their presence 
throughout the Pacific Northwest, which will continue to improve the cost efficiencies of the 
technology. 
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One additional benefit of mass timber construction is the ability to deliver high-density projects 
on relatively small sites.  As such, this prototype assumes a 13,750 square foot site, roughly 
equal to a quarter-block within downtown Seattle.  In total, this prototype includes 150 
residential units, for a density of nearly 500 dwelling units per acre.  Due to the unique 
characteristics of mass timber, primarily the light-weight materials, this prototype assumes 
subterranean parking to reduce the weight of the above-ground structure.  Similar to the prior 
prototypes, this project includes 0.75 parking spaces per unit, for a total of 113 spaces in the 
subterranean garage.  Lastly, to abide by the City’s MHA ordinance, this project includes 8 
units affordable to households at 60 percent of AMI. 
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##44::  CCoommmmeerrcciiaall--ttoo--RReessiiddeennttiiaall  CCoonnvveerrssiioonn  
The final prototype captures an emerging opportunity to repurpose underutilized commercial 
spaces into residential space within downtown Seattle.  Given this prototype relies on the 
characteristics and quality of existing buildings, this prototype aims to model the economics of 
a fairly average, underutilized office building that requires substantial investment to convert to 
residential uses.  However, based on developer input, one of the critical factors driving the 
feasibility of this development prototype is the required seismic upgrading to meet current 
building code.  This prototype assumes the building meets existing seismic requirements and 
that the bulk of new development costs are associated with gutting the office space, extending 
utility lines to align with the location of residential units, and the internal walls and corridors 
necessary to convert the space for residential uses.  The feasibility of this prototype is 
sensitive to a range factors, most of which relate to the existing quality of the building. 
 
This prototype assumes the acquisition and conversion of a 115,000 square foot six-story 
office building within downtown Seattle.  This prototype assumes the ground floor will be used 
for residential lobby space and a small amount of ground floor retail space.  Within the five 
additional floors, the prototype includes nearly 100 housing units.  Due to the likely 
inefficiency of converting the space to residential uses, this model assumes a greater portion 
of each floor is non-leasable relative to a typical new building.  As such, the total number of 
units and associated density is modestly lower than a new building.  In order to attract 
residential tenants, this prototype includes 32 parking spaces in an at-grade or subterranean 
garage.  This is a much lower ratio of parking spaces per unit, but will depend on the number 
of spaces within the existing building.   
 
To support the feasibility of this development typology, Seattle recently exempted office to 
residential conversion projects from the MHA requirement.  As a result, this prototype does not 
include any deed-restricted affordable housing units, however, as will be discussed below, the 
rental rates expected in this prototype are somewhat lower than traditional new development 
due to unique characteristics of the conversion process, which results in more affordable units 
than new buildings.   
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BBaasseelliinnee  CCoosstt  aanndd  RReevveennuuee  AAssssuummppttiioonnss  
The following section outlines the development cost and revenue assumptions that inform the 
baseline feasibility analysis.  These cost and revenue assumptions are based on interviews 
with local developers with recent experience in Seattle and the broader King County area; an 
analysis of recent land sales, development costs, and rental rates that BAE conducted as part 
of this study; and a review of development applications for recently completed projects.  These 
assumptions are reflected in the pro forma financial feasibility models that are included in 
Appendix A to this memo. 
 
DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  CCoosstt  AAssssuummppttiioonnss  
 

SSiittee  AAccqquuiissiittiioonn  CCoosstt  ––  Given  the Downtown area covers a broad geography and range of 
neighborhoods, this analysis assumes a different site acquisition cost for each prototype 
that best reflects the likely location of each specific building typology.  Based on recent 
land transactions and appraisals in the area, BAE assumes the site acquisition cost for the 
new building prototype (Prototypes 1 through 3) range from $6.0 to $12.0 million, with the 
higher price associated with the high-rise mixed-use development which is only likely to 
occur on a limited number of sites.  For Prototype 4, the office-to-residential conversion, 
BAE assumes a full building acquisition cost of approximately $150 per existing building 
square footage, or roughly $17 million.  This acquisition cost will depend on the quality of 
the existing building; however BAE used this price to reflect an average acquisition 
opportunity. 
  
HHaarrdd  CCoossttss  ––  Because the  prototypes range in building heights and building materials, the 
hard costs differ between each prototype.  For example, the hard costs for the 30-story 
high-rise residential project are assumed at $450 per square foot, while the taller mixed-
use building includes a hard cost of $500 per square foot of office and residential, and 
$650 per square foot of hotel space.  Lastly, the mass timber hard costs are estimated at 
$420 per square foot.  For the office-to-residential conversion prototype, BAE assumes a 
cheaper hard cost per square foot, at $275 per gross building square foot, to successfully 
convert the office space to residential units. 
  
PPaarrkkiinngg  CCoossttss  ––  Due to the urban nature of these prototypes, all assume parking is 
provided in a subterranean parking garage.  The cost to deliver subterranean parking is 
estimated at $65,000 per space, which includes the additional costs associated with 
excavation and other aspects of building underground parking. 
 
CCiittyy  IImmppaacctt  aanndd  PPeerrmmiittttiinngg  FFeeeess – Currently, the City of Seattle has limited City impact and 
permitting fees.  Based on a review of comparable projects, it is evident that projects are 
required to pay utility connection fees that equate to roughly $6,500 per unit. 
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SSoofftt  CCoossttss  ––  Softs costs, which are typically estimated as a percentage of hard 
construction costs, include the costs associated with architecture, engineering, legal, and 
accounting services.  Given all of these prototypes represent somewhat complex or 
innovative development types, the soft cost assumptions are slightly above traditional soft 
cost expectations.  For Prototypes 1 and 3, which represent new residential developments, 
soft costs are estimated at 18 percent of hard costs.  For the more complex mixed-use 
high-rise prototype, soft costs are estimated at 20 percent of hard costs.  Finally, due to 
the unique challenges of office-to-residential conversion projects, BAE assumes soft costs 
are 22 percent of site acquisition and hard costs.   
 
DDeevveellooppeerr  FFeeee  ––  In order to attract developers and investors, real estate projects must 
support a one-time developer fee, while also generating sufficient levels of profit to 
investors.  For rental prototypes, the developer profit is measured based on the value of 
the property, but the developer will still include a one-time developer fee to cover staffing 
overhead.  BAE estimates this developer fee is equal to 4 percent of hard and soft 
construction costs.   
 
FFiinnaanncciinngg  CCoossttss  ––  Assumptions regarding the financing of construction loans are 
comparable for all prototypes. Developers are assumed to take out a loan valued at 65 
percent of construction costs and be charged a loan fee of 1.5 percent of the loan amount.  
The construction period interest is estimated based on an annual interest rate of 6.5 
percent and a drawdown factor of 60 percent.  The length of the loan is assumed at 24 
months to cover the construction period.   

 
OOppeerraattiinngg  CCoosstt  aanndd  RReevveennuuee  AAssssuummppttiioonnss  

RReessiiddeennttiiaall  RReennttaall  RRaatteess  ––  Given rental rates per square foot by bedroom size vary 
throughout Downtown and by development type and quality, the following rents are 
assumed in the prototypes.  These reflect the higher expected rents for prototypes with 
view premiums and expected on-site amenities: 

 Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4: 
 High-Rise  High-Rise  Mass Timber Commercial to  

Unit Type Residential Mixed-Use  Residential Residential 
Studio $2,325 $2,500 $2,325 $2,200 
1-BR $3,115 $3,395 $3,115 $2,940 
2-BR $3,870 $4,230 $3,870 $3,848 

 
NNoonn--RReessiiddeennttiiaall  RReennttaall  RRaatteess  ––  While the primary use of each prototype is residential, the 
following rental rates were estimated for the non-residential uses, most importantly within 
the high-rise mixed-use building: 
    Office Rent/SF: $5.50/SF Full Service Gross 
  Hotel Average Daily Rate: $375 per night (at 70% occupancy) 

Retail Rent/SF: $2.50/SF NNN 
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RReessiiddeennttiiaall  RReennttaall  OOppeerraattiinngg  EExxppeennsseess  ––  In order to calculate the Net Operating Income 
(NOI) of the prototypes, this analysis assumes operating costs for the residential 
component of each prototype are equal to 28 percent of the prototype’s rental income.  
This includes property taxes, on-site property management, and on-site amenities. The 
feasibility analysis also assumes a five percent vacancy rate to account for standard 
apartment turnover and resultant loss of rental income.  
  
NNoonn--RReessiiddeennttiiaall  OOppeerraattiinngg  CCoossttss  ––  Both  office and hotel uses assume significant ongoing 
operating costs to serve office tenants and hotel guests.  These are estimated at 32 
percent of office gross revenue and 45 percent of gross hotel revenue.  For retail spaces 
within the prototypes, these rents are conducted on a Triple-Net basis (NNN) which passes 
off the majority of ongoing operating costs to the tenant.  As such, the feasibility analysis 
assumes a limited commercial operating cost of five percent of gross revenue.  The 
analysis also assumes a vacancy rate of between 5 and 7 percent for each use. 
  
CCaappiittaalliizzaattiioonn  RRaattee  aanndd  RReeqquuiirreedd  YYiieelldd––  The capitalization rate (cap rate) represents the 
rate of return on a real estate investment property with a net operating income, like a 
multifamily rental project, and is used to estimate project value.  Real estate developers 
and investors use this cap rate to determine the required project return for new 
construction projects.  More specifically, investors will only invest in new construction 
projects that have a higher yield than the current cap rate.  This “developer spread” is 
what determines the project feasibility.  Under current market conditions, BAE estimates a 
cap rate of 5.0 percent for residential projects, and a required project yield of 6.0 percent 
in order to attract investors to a new construction project in downtown.  For the high-rise 
mixed-use prototype, each use is a significant portion of the project and contains a 
different cap rate.  BAE assumes a hotel cap rate of 7.0 percent, which translates to a 
required project yield of 8.5 percent, while the office cap rate is estimated at 5.75 percent 
with a required project yield of 6.75 percent. 
 

BBaasseelliinnee  FFiinnaanncciiaall  FFeeaassiibbiilliittyy  
The following summarizes the financial feasibility of the baseline prototypes.  Exhibit 2 below 
summarizes the critical cost and feasibility findings, while Appendix A includes the full pro 
forma feasibility models.  Appendix A-1 is the pro forma financial feasibility model for the high-
rise residential prototype, Appendix A-2 is the pro forma financial feasibility model for the 
mixed-use development prototype, Appendix A-3 is the mass timber prototype, and Appendix A-
4 is the office to residential conversion prototype.  
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##11::  HHiigghh--RRiissee  RReennttaall  RReessiiddeennttiiaall    
The high-rise rental prototype has a total development cost of roughly $625,000 per unit, or 
nearly $350 million in total cost.  This includes a site acquisition cost of roughly $4.8 million 
for the 25,000-square foot site in downtown Seattle.  The majority of the cost, however, is 
associated with hard construction costs, amounting to approximately $230 million, or two-
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thirds of the total overall development cost.  The other major cost factors include soft costs 
($45.6 million), subterranean parking costs ($26.8 million) and financing costs ($18.6 
million).   
 
Assuming the rental rates reported above, this prototype is estimated to generate roughly 
$23.3 million in total gross annual revenue.  After an assumed vacancy rate and typical 
operating costs, the building results in an annual Net Operating Income (NOI) of $15.6 million.  
While this annual revenue is significant, by dividing the NOI by the total development cost, this 
project results in a 4.54 percent yield on cost.  In the current real estate investment market, 
developers and investors are seeking a minimum of 6.0 percent yield on cost for stabilized 
developments.  Given this project generates a lower yield than the required yield on cost, this 
rental prototype is currently iinnffeeaassiibbllee, largely driven by the high development cost, high 
developer return requirements, and rental rates in downtown that have not kept pace with the 
cost of construction.  
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##22::  HHiigghh--RRiissee  MMiixxeedd--UUssee    
The high-rise mixed-use prototype has the highest total and per square foot development cost, 
driven by the required materials and complexity of a 90-story tower project.  As seen in Exhibit 
2 below, this prototype is expected to cost $1.2 billion, or $788 per gross square foot.  Based 
on the additional detail shown in Appendix A-2, the residential component accounts for roughly 
61 percent of the total development cost, given it is the largest component of the project.  In 
terms of the total overall project, hard construction costs account for the most significant 
portion of the project costs, estimated at nearly $750 million.  Other critical costs include soft 
costs ($174 million), parking costs ($82.5 million), and financing costs ($66 million).   
 
From an ongoing revenue perspective, this project is estimated to generate nearly $90 million 
in annual revenue.  After accounting for vacancy and operating expenses, the project results in 
approximately $49 million in annual net operating income.  However, due to the high 
construction cost of nearly $1.2 billion, the project has a projected yield on cost of 4.22 
percent.  This is well below the minimum blended required yield on cost of 6.4 percent, 
indicating this prototype is currently iinnffeeaassiibbllee in the current market.  Appendix A-2 below 
summarizes the feasibility of each component of the project, which indicates that the hotel 
component is actually closest to feasibility, driven by the high average daily rates.  The office 
and residential components have similar yield on costs, but due to the perceived challenges 
and risks associated with future office demand, the office component is further away from 
feasibility.   
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##33::  MMaassss  TTiimmbbeerr  RReessiiddeennttiiaall    
With a slightly lower cost per square foot relative to the prior prototypes, the 150-unit mass 
timber prototype has a total development cost of roughly $90 million, or $605,000 per 
residential unit.  Similar to the prior prototypes, hard cost still account for the largest share of 
development costs, at nearly $60 million.  Due to the more limited site size, of just 13,750 
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square feet, the site acquisition cost is much lower than the prior prototypes, at $2.1 million.  
The other primary costs include soft costs, parking costs, construction financing costs, and 
developer fees. 
 
From a revenue perspective, this 150-unit prototype is expected to yield $6.4 million in gross 
rents.  After accounting for operating costs and a standard vacancy rate, the prototype yields 
$4.3 million in net operating income.  Based on the total cost of $90 million, the prototype has 
a projected yield on cost of 4.74 percent.  This is below the minimum required return of 6.0 
percent, indicating this prototype is iinnffeeaassiibbllee  without subsidies.  This aligns with recent mass 
timber developments in the city and region, which accessed a range of local and state funding 
to support the delivery of a mass timber residential building.  However, the aim is that this 
technology will continue to improve and the costs will decrease over time.  The impact of these 
potential cost decreases is discussed below. 
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##44::  OOffffiiccee--ttoo--RReessiiddeennttiiaall  CCoonnvveerrssiioonn  
Assuming a fairly significant existing building acquisition cost of $17 million, converting an 
aging office building to residential units is expected to cost a total of $61 million, or $639,259 
per unit.  On a per unit basis, this is more expensive than the mass timber prototype, though 
that prototype relies on finding a vacant site which is likely to be more challenging than finding 
existing underutilized buildings.  Hard costs still account for the largest cost associated with 
this prototype, however the building acquisition cost is the second largest cost.  The other 
primary costs to deliver this prototype include soft costs, financing costs, and developer fees.   
 
With an expected net annual operating income of $2.7 million, this prototype has a projected 
yield on cost of 4.40 percent.  This is well below the minimum required return of 6.5 percent, 
indicating this baseline prototype is iinnffeeaassiibbllee..    As discussed in more detail below, the cost to 
acquire the existing structure is a critical factor in the feasibility of development.  If an existing 
development can be purchased at a price well below market price, that decreases the cost 
basis for the project and can improve the project economics.  Until office buildings begin 
trading hands for less than the assumed $150 per existing square foot, the feasibility of these 
developments is challenging.  
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Exhibit 2: Downtown Development Prototype Feasibility Summary 

 

Note: 
(a) Assumes a blended Yield on Cost based on the mix of uses and associated required returns.  
 
Sources: City of Seattle; BAE, 2024. 

 
 
FFiinnaanncciiaall  FFeeaassiibbiilliittyy  SSeennssiittiivviittyy  AAddjjuussttmmeennttss  
In addition to the baseline pro forma analyses reflected in the model printouts in Appendix A, 
BAE conducted sensitivity testing that assesses the impact on feasibility from potential 
changes in three key categories: development costs, market shifts, and city policies.  For 
example, some developers may be able to construct the prototypes for lower costs than our 
research has suggested, such as through reductions in building or material costs.  Developers 
may also choose to accept lower profit margins for less risky projects.  In addition, demand for 
housing in Downtown may change as conditions improve and additional amenities are 
delivered in the subarea, potentially raising the rental rates.  Lastly, although the baseline 

Prototype 1: Prototype 2: Prototype 3: Prototype 4:
High-Rise 

Residential
High-Rise Mixed-

Use
Mixed-Use Mass 

Timber
Office-to-

Residential

Development Program

Residential Component
Number of Units 550 1,000 150 96

Market-Rate 522 950 142 96
Affordable 28 50 8 0

Avg Unit Size (SF) 760 760 760 758

Retail Component
Total Retail Square Footage 11,000 0 5,000 7,500

Office Component
Total Office Square Footage n.a. 450,000 n.a. n.a.

Hotel Component
Total Hotel Square Footage n.a. 75,000 n.a. n.a.
Total Hotel Rooms n.a. 150 n.a. n.a.

Total Parking Spaces 413 1,100 113 0
Parking Type Subterranean Subterranean Subterranean n.a.

Feasibility Analysis

Total Development Cost $344,518,602 $1,162,853,136 $90,665,954 $61,368,883
Cost per gross SF $687 $788 $663 $590
Cost per Residential Unit $626,397 $710,247 $604,440 $639,259

Rental Feasibility
Net Operating Income $15,625,724 $49,033,942 $4,297,975 $2,699,470

Project Yield on Cost 4.54% 4.22% 4.74% 4.40%

Required Yield on Cost (a) 6.00% 6.40% 6.00% 6.50%

Project Feasibility Infeasible Infeasible Infeasible Infeasible
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prototype feasibility analyses assume existing City policies regarding entitlement timeline, 
density, and fees, the City may be able to influence the feasibility of prototypes by adjusting 
these policies to support development. 
 
The results of each sensitivity tested below assume all other costs and revenues are equal to 
those in the baseline prototypes and are therefore not representative of cumulative feasibility 
impacts from multiple sensitivity adjustments. 
 
DDeevveellooppmmeenntt  CCoosstt  AAddjjuussttmmeennttss  
Following is a range of key development cost components that BAE tested for sensitivity. 
 
Reduced Hard Costs 
Given that hard construction costs are the most significant component of development costs, 
any reduction in hard costs will improve development feasibility significantly.  While hard costs 
have increased significantly in the last five years, interviews with local developers indicate that 
hard costs increases have slowed and even reached stagnation in the past year.  Hard cost 
decreases are uncommon, but are typically a result of innovation in construction process and 
materials.   
 
Reduced Developer Profit 
For both of the market-rate developments, the developer profit requirement is a major 
determinant of project feasibility.  For example, if a developer or investor does not require any 
project profit, the high-density rental prototype would be feasible assuming market-rate rents.  
However, any investor in residential development requires a profit and therefore is not going to 
invest in this type of development.  However, a small reduction in the required profit margin 
does improve the feasibility of the project, but still results in a feasibility gap.  A reduction in 
project profit for rental apartments can occur in a number of ways, including market 
fluctuations that attract more capital to the region, as well as reduced risk associated with a 
project through streamlined permitting and more certainty around the entitlement process.   
  
MMaarrkkeett  SShhiiffttss    
In addition to a reduction in development costs and required profit margin, shifts in market 
conditions will dramatically influence the feasibility of residential development.  Due to recent 
increases in construction costs and interest rates, combined with stagnant rents and sale 
prices, development feasibility is challenging.  However, should costs stagnate and rents or 
sale prices increase, the feasibility of development will improve.   
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CCiittyy  FFeeeess  aanndd  PPoolliicciieess  
Following are cost components relating to City fees and policies that BAE tested for sensitivity. 

Entitlement Timeline and Risk 
While only a limited component of the project costs, a longer project approval process does 
lead to increased holding costs and increased project risk, which results in higher profit 
requirements to attract investment in residential projects.  By reducing the entitlement 
timeline and risk, all of the prototypes become more feasible, though still require rent or sale 
prices increases or other cost decreases to reach feasibility.   
 
Height and Density 
Throughout Downtown, the City has already unlocked fairly high densities and height limits, 
indicating that more height or density will not dramatically improve feasibility until market 
conditions improve.  However, there may be certain zones where these prototypes are not 
currently allowed, especially areas where the 100+ foot mass timber prototype may be an 
ideal development typology.   
 
Impact Fees 
Relative to comparable jurisdictions in King County, Seattle has limited City fees.  
Developments in Seattle are required to pay utility connection and use fees, though these fees 
only amount to roughly $6,500 per unit.  If the City were to explore reducing or deferring fees 
to support residential development, any reduction will only reduce the development cost by 
between one and two percent, having a limited impact on project feasibility.   
 
PPrroottoottyyppee  FFeeaassiibbiilliittyy  SSeennssiittiivviittyy  TTaabblleess  
The following section summarizes the sensitivity of the prototypes to adjustments in two 
critical categories: hard costs and market-rate rents.  These are the two largest factors that 
lead to development feasibility.  Given the recent increases in development costs, over a 
period when market rate rents did not keep pace, the feasibility of the prototypical 
developments discussed above is challenging.  However, the following outlines the potential 
sensitivities to cost and rent changes to help understand the amount of change needed to 
support a feasibility project.  It should be noted that these assume developers and investors 
continue to require high yield-on-costs relative to prior market cycles.  Should those 
requirements fall, these developments will be considered feasible with less cost and rent 
adjustments.   
 

PPrroottoottyyppee  ##11::  HHiigghh--RRiissee  RReennttaall  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  SSeennssiittiivviittyy  
As seen below, the high-rise rental residential prototype requires a combination of hard cost 
decreases and rental rate increases to yield a feasible project, under current market return 
requirements.  More specifically, the table below indicates that a project with a small decrease 
in total hard costs will be feasible if market-rate rents increase 20 percent.  Similarly, if hard 
costs fall by 20 percent, the prototype would be considered feasible with a ten percent 
increase in market rate rents. 
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Impact of Hard Cost and Rent Adjustments on Project Yield on Cost: 

 
 

PPrroottoottyyppee  ##22::  HHiigghh--RRiissee  MMiixxeedd--UUssee  SSeennssiittiivviittyy  
Similar to Prototype #1, this mixed-use high-rise prototype requires substantial changes to 
market conditions to meet current investor return requirements.  As shown below, the project 
yield on cost reaches the minimum required (shown in green) with significant hard cost 
decreases and increases to office and residential rents. 

Impact of Hard Cost and Rent Adjustments on Project Yield on Cost: 
  

 
 

 
PPrroottoottyyppee  ##33::  MMaassss  TTiimmbbeerr  RReessiiddeennttiiaall  SSeennssiittiivviittyy  
The mass timber prototype requires less adjustments to reach feasibility.  As shown below, the 
project is feasible with a 20 percent increase in market rate rents and a limited decrease in 
hard costs.  Similarly, if the mass timber technology is able to achieve greater cost efficiencies, 
market rate rents only need to increase by between five and ten percent to reach project 
feasibility under current investor return requirements. 

Impact of Hard Cost and Rent Adjustments on Project Yield on Cost: 
  

 

Hard Cost Adjustment
4.22% -30% -15% -5% 0% 5% 15% 30%
-30% 3.3% 2.8% 2.6% 2.5% 2.4% 2.2% 2.0%
-15% 4.5% 3.8% 3.5% 3.3% 3.2% 3.0% 2.7%
-5% 5.3% 4.5% 4.1% 3.9% 3.8% 3.5% 3.1%
0% 5.7% 4.8% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 3.7% 3.4%
5% 6.1% 5.2% 4.7% 4.5% 4.3% 4.0% 3.6%

15% 6.8% 5.8% 5.3% 5.1% 4.9% 4.5% 4.1%
30% 8.0% 6.8% 6.2% 6.0% 5.7% 5.3% 4.8%
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Hard Cost Adjustment
##### -20% -10% -5% 0% 5% 10% 20%
-20% 4.0% 3.6% 3.5% 3.3% 3.2% 3.1% 2.8%
-10% 4.9% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 3.9% 3.7% 3.4%

-5% 5.3% 4.8% 4.6% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 3.7%
0% 5.7% 5.2% 5.0% 4.7% 4.5% 4.4% 4.0%
5% 6.1% 5.6% 5.3% 5.1% 4.9% 4.7% 4.4%

10% 6.6% 6.0% 5.7% 5.4% 5.2% 5.0% 4.7%
20% 7.4% 6.7% 6.4% 6.2% 5.9% 5.7% 5.3%R
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Hard Cost Adjustment
##### -20% -10% -5% 0% 5% 10% 20%
-20% 3.9% 3.5% 3.3% 3.2% 3.0% 2.9% 2.7%
-10% 4.7% 4.2% 4.0% 3.9% 3.7% 3.5% 3.3%

-5% 5.1% 4.6% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 3.9% 3.6%
0% 5.5% 5.0% 4.7% 4.5% 4.3% 4.2% 3.9%
5% 5.9% 5.3% 5.1% 4.9% 4.7% 4.5% 4.2%

10% 6.3% 5.7% 5.4% 5.2% 5.0% 4.8% 4.4%
20% 7.1% 6.5% 6.2% 5.9% 5.6% 5.4% 5.0%R
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PPrroottoottyyppee  ##44::  OOffffiiccee--ttoo--RReessiiddeennttiiaall  CCoonnvveerrssiioonn  SSeennssiittiivviittyy  
Unlike the prior sensitivity models, the table below outlines the sensitivity of this prototype to 
changes in site or building acquisition costs.  As noted above, this model is particularly 
sensitive to the cost of acquiring the building that will be converted to residential units.  While 
the baseline model assumes a fairly modest sale price of $150 per gross building square foot, 
a significant decrease in the site purchase price can yield a feasible project with modest 
increases in rental rates. 
 

Impact of Site Acquisition Costs and Rent Adjustments on Project Yield on Cost: 
  

     

Site Acquisition Cost
##### -50% -25% -10% 0% 10% 25% 50%
-20% 3.8% 3.4% 3.2% 3.1% 3.0% 2.8% 2.6%
-10% 4.6% 4.1% 3.9% 3.7% 3.6% 3.4% 3.2%

-5% 5.0% 4.5% 4.2% 4.1% 3.9% 3.7% 3.5%
0% 5.4% 4.8% 4.6% 4.4% 4.2% 4.0% 3.7%
5% 5.8% 5.2% 4.9% 4.7% 4.6% 4.3% 4.0%

10% 6.2% 5.6% 5.2% 5.1% 4.9% 4.6% 4.3%
20% 7.0% 6.3% 5.9% 5.7% 5.5% 5.2% 4.8%R
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FINANCIAL FEASIBILITY CONCLUSION 
As summarized above, the financial feasibility of high-density residential and mixed-use 
development in Downtown Seattle is challenging under current market conditions due to 
recent cost increases and interest rates, in tandem with stagnant rent increases.  The 
challenges in development feasibility in Downtown are not unique to this neighborhood, but 
are indicative of broader economic conditions effecting real estate development of all types 
with cost increase and revenue stagnation as the market recovers from the COVID-19 
pandemic.  Recent interviews with stakeholders indicate that development costs are 
stabilizing, if not decreasing, which will result in improved project economics.  Similarly, 
expected interest rate decreases related to the Federal Reserve’s decision to lower the 
overnight lending rate will likely lead to reduced costs and more reasonable investor return 
requirements in the near- to medium-term.  While the above analysis indicates that 
development feasibility in Downtown would require improvements to the current market 
conditions, this is not atypical of a real estate market cycle.  The City should interpret these 
results as an indication of why development interest in certain neighborhoods of Downtown is 
fairly limited at present, but also recognize that the City can improve project feasibility by 
leveraging publicly-owned land, investing in infrastructure, and updating land use, zoning, 
development standards and other policies and requirements to prepare the Downtown 
Regional Center for development when these conditions improve.  While it is speculative to 
estimate when market conditions will improve to yield more favorable economic conditions in 
new development projects, real estate market cycles typically last between seven and ten 
years.  Assuming the current conditions represent a beginning of a new market cycle, it is 
reasonable to assume the feasibility of new development will improve over the next five to 
seven years through a combination of improved market conditions in Seattle, decreased 
interest rates, innovation in construction typologies and materials, and renewed interest in 
urban real estate investing.  In addition, Downtown Seattle is uniquely positioned to capture in 
these improved economic conditions given the projected job growth and future planned 
investment in downtown, including the Ballard Link Extension of Sound Transit which will 
create new transit stations throughout downtown and opportunities for transit-oriented 
development.   
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PROJECT 
NUMBER NEIGHBORHOOD PROJECT TITLE PROJECT DESCRIPTION PROJECT TYPE EXTENTS - 

MILAGE

1 CID, Pioneer Square
2nd Ave Ext / 4th / Jackson 
Improvements

Street improvements to provide more comfort for people outside of personal vehicles at the complex intersection and transit hub at 2nd Ave 
Ext, 4th Ave, and Jackson St. These include: 

•	 Reduce the number of general purpose travel lanes on 2nd Ave Extension north and south of Jackson Street in order to provide more space 
for people walking, rolling, biking, and gathering. Pursue investment to increase public space activation and greening.  

•	 Revise intersection operations and reduce crossing distances at intersections along Jackson Street (at 2nd Ave Ext and 4th Ave) to respond 
to consistent community feedback on intersection safety and comfort, and to provide better conditions for 2026 FIFA World Cup attendees.  

•	 Program and improve the pedestrian island south of Jackson, between 2nd Ave Ext and 4th Ave, as part of the street reconfiguration, as 
identified in the Jackson Hub Concept Plan (2019).  

•	 Consider pedestrianizing the 3rd Ave slip lane that connects 2nd Ave Ext with Jackson or re-designing to add mobility hub elements. 

•	 Pursue installation of upgraded bicycle infrastructure between Jackson and Yesler on 4th Ave, to connect with the existing protected bike 
lane north of Yesler.  If such installation is not operationally feasible, extend existing 2-way PBL infrastructure on 2nd Ave Ext as far as 
Jackson St as a local connection to King Street Station."

Bike, Pedestrian, 
Vehicle, Transit

~4 city blocks

2 CID King Street Festival Street Flexible street concept to allow for street activations and car-free periods in the heart of CID (from 5th Ave to Maynard Ave S). Pedestrian, bike, PSPS ~2 city blocks

3 CID 5th Ave S: car-lite street
Restrict general purpose traffic as local only from 5th Ave between Jackson and Weller St and make roadway transit and bike only at some or all 
days and times of the year, to provide a more pleasant environment adjacent to CID Link station and to improve streetscape for gateway into CID 
at 5th and King.  

Transit, bike, PSPS, 
pedestrian

~2 city blocks

4 CID
King St and Jackson St I-5 
underpass improvements

Work with relevant partners to support the vision from Friends of I-5 CID, which includes street and public space investments on both Jackson 
and King, with programming potentially in the existing parking lot in between the two blocks that is underneath I-5. Concurrently, continue to 
improve the King St neighborhood greenway for safer bicycle and pedestrian mobility and additional urban design elements. 

Bike, pedestrian, PSPS ~2 city blocks

5 CID

Lane St (and other non-
commercial oriented CID 
streets) re-allocation of 
right-of-way

Reallocation of street right-of-way for activation and greening, in concert with potential development site(s). Expand reach of vibrant public 
spaces and commercial frontages with uses such as seating and vending beyond where it is already thriving, such as King Street.

PSPS, pedestrian Neighborhood wide.

6 CID
Maynard St: support a 
vibrant retail street

Introduce pedestrian scale elements and green infrastructure like trees or planter boxes or less intense landscaping where areaways are present 
along this vibrant retail corridor from Jackson St to Dearborn St.

PSPS ~4 city blocks

7 CID Improve alleys in the CID
Celebrate historic alleys through improving urban design elements. Support businesses and residents by improving alley conditions throughout 
the district through maintenance and modernization. 

PSPS, pedestrian, 
vehicle

Neighborhood wide.

8 CID
Reimagine street grid in 
South CID at Dearborn / 
Charles St

In concert with future Link station site,  development and changes in land use, re-imagine street grid to support movement through the area 
while creating a more comfortable pedestrian environment. Explore squaring the grid from Seattle Blvd to Charles St to connect with Airport 
Way. Improve Dearborn St bicycle facility condition and signalization around I-5 ramps, and improved sidewalk maintenance on Dearborn St, 
pedestrian lighting, and pedestrian infrastructure. 

Pedestrian, vehicle, 
transit, freight, bike

~10 city blocks

9 CID, Pioneer Square
Jackson St corridor 
multimodal improvements

Pursue STP large capital project for multimodal improvements along Jackson St to prioritize transit operations and upgrade King Street 
neighborhood greenway infrastructure, along with wider sidewalks for better pedestrian comfort and green landscaping, throughout CID and 
Little Saigon. (1st Ave to Rainier)

Pedestrian, transit, bike
1st Ave S to Rainier 
Ave S

10 CID
Little Saigon 
intersection and corridor 
improvements

Pursue improvements to 12th and Jackson intersection to make crossings safer and prioritize people and transit movements, in concert with 
King County Metro. Expand “King Fixture” (red lantern light post treatments) into Little Saigon as noted in the The CID Lighting Study (p19). 

Pedestrian, PSPS, 
pedestrian

1 block, intersection 
area

11 CID
Rainier Ave S + Boren Ave 
corridor and intersection 
improvements

Re-allocate space on Rainier Ave S in Little Saigon as part of the larger Rainier Corridor project, including transit-only lanes, protected bike 
lanes, improved pedestrian crossings, removal of slip lanes (e.g. at Dearborn St), and a pedestrian-friendly redesign with signal timing 
adjustments of the complex intersection at Rainier/Jackson/Boren/14th . 

Pedestrian, bike, transit
1 block, intersection 
area
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12 Pioneer Square
1st Ave S corridor 
transformation: S Jackson 
to S Dearborn

Re-think right-of way from S King St to S Dearborn St including considering reducing travel lanes to one through lane in each direction. Support 
local businesses and visitors through a diversity of curbside uses, wider sidewalks, and activation.  

Pedestrian, PSPS, 
Vehicle

~2 city blocks

13 Pioneer Square
Intersection 
Improvements

Pursue traffic calming, wayfinding and safety enhancements (e.g., stop signs, chicane, elevated crosswalk, painted intersection, wayfinding, or 
others), especially in advance of 2026 FIFA World Cup.

Pedestrian, PSPS, 
Vehicle

1 block, intersection 
area

14 Pioneer Square
Occidental Ave people 
street

With successful piloting during 2026 FIFA World Cup, transform Occidental Ave from Jackson St  south to the stadiums to create a people-
focused connection with Lumen Field and T-Mobile Park. Focus on which streets are prioritized for people walking vs. others that prioritize 
people rolling (e.g. bikes, scooters, etc). 

PSPS, pedestrian ~0.5 miles

15 Pioneer Square
Virginia and Stewart 
Multimodal Improvements

Create an adaptable street that is people-first and limits through traffic on 2nd Ave between Washington and Lumen Field, in conjunction with 
a pilot during 2026 FIFA World Cup. 

PSPS, pedestrian ~4 city blocks

16 Downtown Core

5th Ave, 2nd Ave, 4th Ave, 
and Olive Way transit lane 
re-allocation with bus 
restructures

With changes to the future transit network, reallocate BAT lanes to support businesses, improve safety, and create more space for pedestrians.
PSPS, pedestrian, 
transit

Multiple blocks and 
streets in downtown

17 Downtown Core 3rd Ave Transit Spine
With changes to the future transit network in concert with Sound Transit light rail expansion, consider changes in operations, design, and 
activation for transit riders along this critical transit spine. This could include improving transit reliability, and adding sidewalk space to allow 
more people to wait comfortably for transit, walk, roll, dine, and visit local businesses.

PSPS, pedestrian, 
transit

~20 city blocks in 
downtown

18 Downtown Core
1st Ave S corridor 
transformation: S Jackson 
to Stewart St

1st Ave segment with the future Center City Connector, includes dedicated lanes for streetcar to support and enhance this vibrant retail 
corridor. The Center City Connector will join the South Lake Union and First Hill Streetcar lines to create a seamless connection through these 
vibrant neighborhoods, including through the heart of Downtown Seattle’s commercial core. When complete, 5 miles and 23 stations of 
streetcar service will be available to access hundreds of destinations, including Pike Place Market, Colman Dock, and First Hill, along with four 
direct connections to Link light rail, and connections to Sounder and Amtrak service at King Street Station.

PSPS, pedestrian, 
transit, vehicle

~13 city blocks in 
downtown

20 Downtown Core
North/South bicycle 
facilities downtown

Install and improve protected bike lanes to accommodate additional bicycle and e-mobility volumes and typles of mobility (e.g., cargo 
bikes), and speeds through wider facilities and upgraded barriers. Make PBL 4th Ave one-way northbound and install a new PBL on 5th Ave 
southbound. (Pine St to S Main St)

Bike
4th and 5th Aves in 
downtown core

21
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

Belltown 3rd Ave 
transformation

Reduce width for vehicle movements on northern portion of 3rd Ave to allow for more activation and people-focused public spaces. Do so in 
conjunction with more ground floor residential development, leveraging street improvements and sidewalk widening + greening opportunities 
afforded by private development. (Bell St to Denny Way)

Pedestrian, PSPS
~7 city blocks along 
3rd Ave

22
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

1st Ave S corridor 
transformation: north of 
Stewart St

On northernmost segment of 1st Ave pursue potential tree-lined median similar to southernmost segment, expanded street dining 
opportunities in Belltown to support local businesses and improvements to the pedestrian experience. 

Pedestrian, PSPS ~12 city blocks

23
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

Westlake Ave 
Transformation: Olive Way 
to Denny Way

Restrict vehicle access to transit, deliveries, and pickup/drop offs to transform this street, which disrupts the street grid and neighborhood 
traffic operations, into a truly people-focused and vibrant mixed use corridor. Consider design treatments that are context-sensitive: some 
blocks may have different needs than others.

Pedestrian, transit, 
vehicle

~5 city blocks

24
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

5th Avenue green corridor
Pursue a green corridor design on 5th Avenue underneath Monorail tracks, between the columns and the western curb, to create an expanded 
landscaped pedestrian/bicycle space and relocate the curbside functions to between the Monorail columns. 

Pedestrian, PSPS, 
Vehicle, Bike

~8 city blocks

25
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

Virginia and Stewart 
Multimodal Improvements

Convert Virginia St into a two-way transit street with bus-only lanes, and add a protected bike lane on Stewart St. Opportunity to invest in 
fewer, better bus zone improvements and enhanced transit reliability measures. 

Transit, bike, PSPS ~12 city blocks

26
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

Denny Way multimodal 
improvements

Improve Denny Way for people walking, rolling, and taking transit. This could include repairing sidewalks, planting new trees, and improving 
intersections for safer travel by removing slip lanes and shortening crossing distances. Improve connections to nearby ad future Link stations 
and adjust signal timing and operations to better support transit and freight movement.  

Transit, pedestrian, 
vehicle, PSPS, freight

~20 city blocks
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27
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

Bell Street upgrades and 
expansion

Extend the Bell Street shared street treatment westward to the new waterfront, from 1st Ave to Elliott Ave, and north/eastward from 6th Ave as 
far as Denny Way. Evaluate function of existing shared street configuration to make it function better for pedestrians and bicyclists, including 
travel along the street, crossings of the north-south avenues, and turns to and from the street.  

Pedestrian, bike, 
vehicle

~6 city blocks

28
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

Enhance intersections on 
Vine St and Clay St

 Install all-way stop control or traffic signals to facilitate safer pedestrian crossings and reduce speeds along the major north/south corridors. Vehicle, pedestrian Intersections 

29
Belltown and Denny 
Triangle

Elliot Ave and Western Ave 
multimodal improvements

Update Western Ave and Elliot Ave  to make the streets more welcoming to people walking and rolling, reduce speeding, and improve business 
access needs. (Bell St to Denny Way)

Vehicle, pedestrian ~9 city blocks

30 Waterfront
Waterfront Seawall and 
Promenade between the 
Aquarium and Broad St

Continue the waterfront pedestrian promenade between the Seattle Aquarium and Broad St to strenthen the pedestrian connection between 
the Acquarium, the cruise terminal, the Olympic Sculpture Park, and Elliott Bay Trail. Concurrently, modernize and re-build the seawall and 
make water-side improvements to maintain structural integrity.

Pedestrian ~9 city blocks

31 Downtown Core

Duplicate I-5 crossings 
project from First/Hill 
Capital Hill Plan (Denny 
Way to Yesler Way)
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