HIGHLMMPACTEROMMUNITIEE COMMITTEERECOMMENDATIONS
September 152014¢ FINAL
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objectivel.6 of this planwe articulatethe vision for everyone in ouegion to be able to breathe clean air,

regardless of where they live or their so@oonomic status. Our goal isémsure that no community in our

region bear disprportionate burdens and exposufeom air pollution.

BACKGROUND
Inour strategicplang S RSTAY S aKAIKE @ AYLI OGSR O2YYdzyAilASaé I a
degraded air quality, whose residents face economic or historic barriers to participation in clean air decisions
and solutions. For example, a neighborhood with a high pojmraif people of color located near a major
roadway would meet this definition. A predominantly lémcome neighborhood with significant wodalirning
activity would also be considered highly impacted.

But where are they?

What attributes do they comprise?

What other concerns might the communities havaleal with?

How will we know if air quality is among their greatest concerns?

If we can only dedicate resources to a fmmcerneccommunities, how will wgidge/decide/justify?

In efforts to moveorward with strategic plan elements Objective 1.6 as well as other objectiwegolving
equity and environmental justice, wecognize the neetb clearly define and articulate where the risks and
impacts ae greatest in our jurisdiction. We want to understanteve these communitieare and what
consideration®r challenges might be part of air quality solutions, among otwegrcernghe communities
mayhave

Additionally, this report and prioritization tool is intended to serve asaating pointfor converséons with
communitiees. The current recommendations are based on limited, existing data and information. As we
engage more deeply with various communities, we hope to build on the limitations of what data tells us about
a community and its complexities.

PROCES& CRITERIA

The Agenc2 Yy ISY SR 'y AYyGaSNylrt &adlr¥F¥ O2YYAUUGSS G2 KSt LI L
communities based on criteria that are relevant to air quality, health, and demographic markers. The

O2 YYA (G SS Qiaenthpthe top L6ROXIties rzighborhoodsor communitiesexposed to the greatest
cumulative risk of &khe criteria. In locating the nexus of multiple impacts, we have initial data and

information tobegin asking questions and soliciting potential partnershiper@y community and business
membersaroundair qualityrelated impactsand potential mitigation strategies.

We acknowledge the limitations of the screening tool that was developed, assifitizdd andcontinues to

evolve. The intentf the tool is to sere asan initial step for dialogue, with further analysis to be conducted
beforedecisions are implemented.

1|Page



Throughout Jul®014 the committee conveed a threepart sessiorwith the following objectives:

1 Session #1Explore and brainstorm the universé considerations that we think are relevant,
impactful, and tangible;
Session #2Begin criteria selection and narrow down the field to agreeable criteria,;
Session #3 Apply criteria and determine method for prioritizing/weighting criteria to furthenmow
down list of communities.

1
1

BasedonirRSLIG K RALFf 23dzS ' yR RA & Odza dasweldknbwiBskaard héakhS | 3 Sy (
impacts, the committee cartuded on the following criterias significant to our work anefjuity engagement
efforts:

Diesel pollution(onroad and nonroad)

Household income

Health sensitivity i.e. individualswho suffer from asthmagchronicpulmonary obstructive disease
(COPD), orardiac illness

Industrial density large and smakir pollutionsources

Race

Limited Enfish proficiency

Primary wood burning households

=A =4 =N
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SCORIN& METHODOLOGY

To identify the areas dfighest disproportionate impactve used the criteria developed by the committee as
outlined above We created scores for each criteria representing the hsgjirapacted quartile (top 25%)
through the lowest impacted quartile (bottom 25%). Each quartile was assigned a value (top 2504/5%, =
2, 2550%=1, bottom 25%=0).

The committee opted to identify areas of high impact using an unweigmeasure Therdore, we simply
added the quartile scores to assign a final value to compare impacts in different @healsighest score
possible is 21.

Sources of data includeensus information, WA State Health Department information, EPA modeled air
pollution, and Aency records. More detail can be founddppendixA.

VISUALREPRESENTATIONIAPS

The following map demonstrates areas in oezalnty jurisdiction, broken down by U.S. Census block groups,
which have any combination of the criteria. The greater thenhar oftotal criteria a given census bloblas,

the deeperthe shadng becomes. For example, block groups around central and south Seattle appear as dark
red, due to many of the blocks that scored in the top 20%, as compared to the rest of our junisdictio
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Most Impacted Areas

Not enough information

Lowest scores (bottom 20%)

B Highest scores (top 20%)

Major Highways

HIGHLYMPACTEOMMUNITIES

Rank Score Community
" 1 20.7 Tukwila/Allentown
2 19.5 South Tacoma
P— 3 19.3 Tukwila/Kent (Midway
4 19.0 Tacoma South End
5 18.7 Greater Duwamish
6 18.5* Algona/Auburn

.5* Des Moines
8.5* International District
18.5* SeaTac
18.3 South Everett
18.2 Southeast Seattle
17.7* Parkland
. 17.7* Kent
r 17.7* Central District
16.8 Downtown Everett
. 16.3* Lynnwood
\_‘ 16 16.3* Northgate
N ,__/—f-\u\
0 5 10 20 30 40 pscleanair.org
Mlles Puget Sound Clean Alr Agency

Figure 1shows themost impacted areas in the four county jurisdiction with equal weighting given to each
criterion. A higher score indicates a larger number of total criteria in the census block group, for example, if a
block group has all nine categories then it will shgmas more red than an area with only one category
(green).
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HIGHLMMPACTEIGOMMUNITIES

Based on the critieria and scoring of block groups in our jurisdiction, the following communities demonstrate

potential for increased engagement via partnershipgrams, and outreach support. They are listed in order
of priority based on scoréote that (*) denotes communities who share the saark/score with at least one

other community.

We recognize the variation in size and scope of each communlty listed. Some are smaller nelghborhoods
others are towns and citiesome even depict regional arebs 2 SQ@S R2y S 2dzNJ 6Sali
groups that fall along the top 20% percentile in order to best capture the scope of communities being

impacted.

HIGHLMMPACTEROMMUNITIES

Rank| Score Community
1 20.7 Tukwila/Allenbwn
2 19.5 South Tacoma
3 19.3 | Tukwila/Kent (Midway
4 19.0 Tacoma South End
5 18.7 Greater Duwamish
6 | 18.5* Algona/Auburn
6 18.5* Des Moines
6 18.5* | International District
6 18.5* SeaTac
10 | 18.3 South Everett
11 | 18.2 Southeast Seattle
12 | 17.7* Parkland
12 | 17.7* Kent
12 | 17.7* Central District
15 16.8 Downtown Everett
16 | 16.3* Lynnwood
16 | 16.3* Northgate

Table 1
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- Top S percent areas Downtown Everett

Major Highways

South Everett

Lynnwood

~——— NG

rthgate

Central District

Chinatown-International District
Greater Duwamish

HIGHLMMPACTEOMMUNITIES
Rank  Score Commurity
20.7 Tukwila/Allentown
19.5 South Tacoma
Tukwila/Kent (Midway)
Tacoma South End
Greater Duwamish

Tukwila/Allentown

SeaTac\i:

Internationa

6 18.5* SeaTac
10 18.3 South Everett
11 18.2 Sautheast Seattle
12 17.7* Parkland
12 17.7* Kent
South Tacoma 12 17.7* Central District
15 16.8 Downtown Everett
16 16.3* Lynnwood
16 16.3* Northgate
pscleanair.org
MI|ES Puget Sound Cloan Air Agency

Figure 2is the same abigure labove but highlights areas with the highest 5% of scores.
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Althoughmany ofthe communities with greatest cumulative impact in our jurisdiction fall within King and
Pierce counes, we also consider the taqmmmunitieswithin each respective countas shown in the tables
below.

KINGCOUNTY
Rank| Score Community PERCEOUNTY
1 | 207 Tukwila/Allentown Rank | Score Community
2 19.3 Tukwila/Kent (Midway) 1 19.5 South Tacoma
3 18.7 | White Center/Greater Duwamis 2 19.0 Tacoma South End
4 | 18.5* Algona/Auburn 3 17.7 Parkland/Midland
4 | 18.5* International District 4 15.7 Clover Creek/Summit View
4 |18.5* Des Moines 5 15.5 Sumner
4 18.5* SeaTac 6 14.7* Spanaway
8 18.3 Southeast Seattle 6 14.7* Lakewood
g 1;;: Centlfa?rgistrict 8 14.2 Puyallup/Fife/Waller
: 9 12.8 Frederickson
11 | 16.3 Northgate Table 3
12 | 15.7 Factoria
13 15.2 Renton
14 | 145 Federal Way
15 | 13.7 Wilburton
16 | 13.2 Kingsgate
Table 2
SNOHOMISHOOUNTY KITSAFQOUNTY
Rank | Score Community Rank | Score Community
1 18.3 South Everett 1 14.5 East Bremertpn
2 16.8 Downtown Everett g 1‘213 I\IIDiJVri/ g)(?crl?a(r:ollty
3 16.3 Lynnwood 4 12.2 Chico/Erlands Point
4 11.7 Monroe -
5 115 Arlington 5 11.2 ] Sllvedale_ _
5 112 Darrington 6 11.0 t 2 NJJ_ DI Yot S {
. 2 Little Boston
! 11.0 Tulalip 7 10.3 Gorst/Sunnyslope
Table 4 Table 5
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NEXTSTEPS

The immediate first step is for committee members to work internally with their respective teams to ensure
that staff broadly have aolidunderstanding of our HC process and candidate list. The next step involves
verifying our data withcommunity perspectiven what they see or experiencéluch of this work will occur

as work teams addregepics in the strategic plan.

We willapply the screening toalf HFC candidates two different ways in order to maximize opportities in

our region. As opportunities come up in our work, we will refer to theGitandidate list as an initial screen to

4SS AT GKSNB Aa LRGSYUGAFT 20SNIIFLI 6A0GK O2 YWedmylA (A Sa
then approach commanities through our expertise ione ofthree main issue areas: diesel impacts, wood

smoke, and registered sources.

The second approach wipply the candidate list in more broadly. This approach will examine candidate
communities and determine areas wie we have not had opportunity engage. We will then inquir@mong

thoseO2 YYdzyAGASa G2 aSS AT GKSAN O2 yio&NItyandwidherO2 y a A a i
they have interest in partnering to design relevant progragegthering additioal data or information, or

collaborating oreducationopportunities or mitigatiorapproaches

Based on the Highly Impacted Community candidéieble 1)and the two different approachese will use

with the screening toolwe intend to engage deeply th at least4-8 of these communitiesver the life of the

strategic plan(20142020) Some of the community relationships and scope of work may cross over several
FaLlSoda 2F 2dzNJ | ISy OaNBE SAN Nijzominkydy ulilasithgOnilleal ¢S G Af ¢
investment and resource from multiple areas of the Agency.

C2NJ SEFYLX S 6S YIe 06S3aAy 62N)] 6AGK ac¢Ayeizseyé NBII
with them towards mitigation and incentives to reduce related health impactsstitnents may also raise

concerns about multiple sources who operate in the same town. To respond to community concerns, we might
bring in compliance staff to help address or investigate the concerns, which may also entail support from our
Communicationseam to make sure we are being clear and concise about what might be happening in

G ¢ Ay & dTHsdvgrkdvill support our goal of investing in lasting relationships to ensure air quality

improvements are made in partnership with community input.

By midFY B, weintendto demonstrate concrete valuadded inat least two (2cxommunitieswith whom we
will begin relationshigbuilding and partnershigfforts. Wewant to thankstakeholders for their investment in
our workthroughconcerted programming, educatioautreach, and ultimately, air quality improvements that
are tangible to community memberBeepengagement in our community hubs may incluivities such as
9 Agency participation at local events
9 involvement in community gathargs and neighborhood méags
9 air quality improvement programs and initiatives proposed by community partners
1 partnerships with schools and/or neprofit organizations towards neighborhood improvements (e.g.
Safe Routes to Schools)
education and outreach on climate change, retpiarequirements, asbestos safety, asthma & air
quality, etc.
community-based monitoring
campaigns such anti-ldling
diesel retrofit projects
electric vehicle casharing pilot

=

= =4 =4 =4
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Agency &aff represent a range of departmentgth varying roles in equitgnd environmental justicefforts.

The committee intend$or the criteria and accompanying mapsAppendix B & @ serve as one of the tools

we use in prioritizing and considering communitessa first step in partneringVhile there may be valid

reasors to work and consider opportunities outside of this framewdinkese criteriawill help us remain
consistentamong departmentsin efforts to build the depth of relationship we believe is necessary for success
in our strategic plan goals, consistency wittmmunities on multiple levels of air quality related work will
SyadaNBE ¢S KI@S I oNRIFIR ySig2N)] 2F 20t LI NIySNa

Lastly, this report will serve as a living document, which stéfffevisit annuallyThis type of regular review
acknowledges that thgariousdata sources that feed into the candidate list are imperfaad anay be
improved over time.We want to ensure that the criteria remain relevant and applicabletodynamic work
andevolvingcommurity needs

THANKYOU
Many thanks to the committee members who dedicated their time, energy, and thoughtful perspectives:
Beth Carper Steve Fry Andrea King ONRK] {1 =
Ethan Choi Matt Harper Kit McGurn Kathy Strange
Joanna Cruse Sara Harrold Brian Renninger Amy Warren

Special thanks to Erfk I 3 lay@dSa@ra Harrold for their work on interpreting staff input and helping
geographically visualize the criteronto mapsin short order, heir efforts havebeen instrumental and will
help the Agency apply these effortis concrete next steps.
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APPENDDA ¢ DETAILEIMETHODOLOGY

Thecommittee conalided on the following criterias significant to our work and eiqy engagement efforts:

Diesel pollution (onroad and nonroad)

Household income

Health sensitivity i.e. individuals that suffer from asthma, chronic pulmonary obstructive disease
(COPD), or cardiac illness.

Industrial density large and small air polligtn sources

Race

Limited English proficiency

Primary wood burning households

= =4 =

= =4 =4 =4

The above seven criteria were drawn from a broader conversatinong committee memberaround various
other consideratios, including

Truck/diesel Monitor data Cancer Nonattanmentstatus
Income Traffic volume Networks House quality
Sensitive health Cumulative risk Homeless Tribes
Industrial density Wood smoke Ignored groups Crime
Race Topography/vegetation Water/soil Community Air Tool (CA”
Language Education Complaints Transportation access
Age Marine

To identify the areas of highest disproportionate impacts, we used the criteria developed by the committee as
outlined above. We created scores for each criteria representing the highest impacted quartile (top 25%)
through the lowest impacted quartile (bottom 25%). Each quartile was assigned a value (top 25%’5%, 50
=2, 2550%=1, bottom 25%=0).

The committee opted to identify areas of high impasing an unweighted measuréherefore, we simply
added the quarte scores to assign a final value to compare impacts in different arbashighest score
possible is 21.

SOURCES dBATA

American Community Survey (Census Burea®yyear average (2002011), block group level
Median income:
- 1 &SR d&aSRA I ntonik b trd gadgt 22fmBantha (in 2010 inflatbrR 2 dza § SR R2f f | NR O
code B19013.

Race:
- Usednomd 2 KA G Sé¢ LI hddaim-ofiefer2nte&codes\B02D01003 through B02001@ddded
by population (reference code BO0001001).
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Limited Englishnoficiency:

- 1aSR 4l 2dzaSK2t R flFy3dzad 35S o0& K2dzaSK2f Ra Ay KA
fly3dzZa 3S 20KSNJ GKIFIy 9y3ftAaakK 4G4 K2YS | yRThé& LIS |
sum ofreference codes B16002004, B16002007,d82610, and B1600201Bivided bytotal
households (reference code B00002001).

> D
D¢ O
A

Primary wood burning households:
- '"343SR (GKS NBFSNBYyOS O2RS .uHpannnnntI G222REQ

Agency records
Industrial density:

- 28S dzaSR GKS ag@ywS3IA[Aad! Ol AIDENI ljIB/WEE Q¥ d/KSY 1tXdAISy
get the addresses of each active registered source (as of April 2012). Sources with gas stations were
filtered out. Each address was then geocoded to latitudinal and longitudinal coordinates and mapped.

- Registered sawes were mapped as a nhew point layer which was then joined with the census block
INRdzLJA YR GKS &/ 2dzyiaé ¥ A Sthequatstilesiandval@Rwele dissign&dS 2 2
for this group first.

- Then Title V sourcewere mapped as a new poitdyer and was then joined with the census block
INRdzLJA YR (GKS a5Aaidl yOSé Frhedistncasscode wdsdhdriRassigyed G K S
quartile values for this group next.

- The two quartile values were then averaged for a final industeaksty score.

9t ! Q& u nahAir Tdxitsinadsesgment (NATA)
Diesel pollution:
- 9t!1 Qa b! ¢! FaaAradya RASaSt LRtftdziAz2y O2yOSyd NI GA
(census tract is a larger geography which contains multiple census bimghsyr Represented census
block groups were then assigned the values within their respective census tract for each block group.

Washington State Department of Health Comprehenisve Hospital Abstract RepoB8ysytem (CHARS) data,
2001-2010
Health sensitiity:
- 10 years of data by ZIP code was downloaded and filtered for-caudty jurisdiction. Then the data
was filtered for DRG codes (2326 for cardiac related visits, 19®2 for COPD related visits, and 202
203 for asthma related visits). The-{€ars of data for each condition was then averaged for each ZIP
code. Since some ZIP codes were recently adopted, only the available years were used in the average.
The ZIP codes for each health condition was tiieided by the populatioestimate providedrom
the Washington State Office of Financial Managemehé result is a rate of hospitalizations per
person. This figure imultiplied by one milliorio give a result that is per million people per year for
each ZIP code.
- To merge the ZIP code resultdra census block group, first, the ZIP code data was joined into a block
f S@St AKFILISTAES 6S@Sy avYlrtfSNI GKFy OSyadz of 201
block level data was joined into the final census block group level shapefilg @ ( KS & @S NI 3 S
for the attributes. The advantage of going to block level data first is that census block groups on the
boundaries can have the average of the blocks within them, creating a more representative result on
ZIP code boundaries.
- The raes for each health condition (i.e. COPD, asthma, cardiac visits) was assigned a quartile value
(again 0 to 3) for each census block group. Then the three quartiles for each visit type was averaged
G23SGKSN) G2 3SaG + FAYylLE aKSIfGdK aSyairxdagraaes gl
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Otherconsiderations: A few census block groups did not have sufficient information (or significant population)
to assign a value. These census block groups were ignored from this exercise, and was found in less than 10 of
the 2600+ census block groups.
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APPEIDIXB ¢ HGHLMMPACTEIROMMUNITIES BMSSUE

¢KS 1 3Sy0eQa aGNIGS3IA0 LXLYy AyOfdzRSE LINA2NARG& A aadz
industrial source pollution. In order to help focus equity and environmental justice efforts in uadareas,

GKS F2ft26Ay3 YILA LWL & GKS O02YYAGQGS Saxan®prhgd SNA | |
diesel mags based on thelemographiccriteria from the list okeven 7) criteria, but excludes woodsmoke

and industrial sources thighlight areas that are specifically impacted by diéa#ile all data sources have

inherent limitations and uncertainty, the air quality surrogate for the wood smoke map has some limitations

that bear noting. In particular, the census question uponchithe wood smoke data are based is focused on

LINR YI NB a2 dz2NOS 27T KS miny yséhdlds/cdmyfiiticReatBgwitiwbodssla LIG dzNBS
secondary form of heat.

Diesel Impacted Areas Only

Lowest scores (bottom 20%) | South Everett
R ©
[ 4

B Highest scores (top 20%) Lynnwood/Alderwood Mall

= Major Highways

Shorelipe

Northwest:Seattle

Chinatown-International District/Yesler Terrace

§
Greater Duwamish
White Center

— a k
Rank Score Community
1 12*  Duwamish

1 12*  South Tacoma

1 12*  South End T@dma rogy

1 12*  Lakewood

1 12* International District/
Yesler Terrace/Atlantic

6 11.7* Southeast Seattle

6 11.7*  Tukwila

6 11.7*  White Center

6 11.7* Burien

10 11.3* Alderwood Mall

10 11.3* Parkwood (Shoreline)

10 11.3* Northwest Seattle

10 11.3* Sea®c

10 11.3* Kent

14 11* Des Moines

14 11* Auburn

17 20:9 34
Miles

Figure3
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Top 10% wood burning areas I nston Heights.g
(excludes diesel and industrial)

[ Lowest scores (bottom 20%) vl \ Darrington
Tulalip
- )
=
. -

W Highest scores (top 20%)

~— Interstate Highways

, Port.Gamble S' KIaIIam Tribe

éorelne - Route2/Skykomish

Suquamlsh Tribe

r

allam Tribe

| J_Kambl
‘Burley 4 ) e ovington

1
fﬂ \ South_of;_Covingtonf
} »

Vaughn

Longbranch y r‘

s /

derson Islqnd

8 6 R
8 6 Suquami ibe
8 6 Vaughn
N - 14 5.7 Darrington
‘ 14 5.7 Anderson Island
14 5.7 Route 2/Skykomish
< //\_,\
45 g pscleanair.org
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency

Figure 4
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Industrial Impacted Areas Only
[ Lowest scores (bottom 20%)

South EVerett”

=
I Highest scores (top 20%)
—— Major Highways
£y
. 7T | Greater Duwamish
N 4 J4
White Center e L
Burien,/l%
SeaTac” 148
Des Moines-
[ I
i Auburn
o
South Tacoa 'I;acoma South End
"By IR
N Lakewood/Parkland
D 3 B 12 18 24

Al e e Viles

B
Oommmmmn—\H‘-\

10
13
13

Score
12+
12*
12*
12*

11.7%

11.7

11.7*

11.7*

11.7%

11.7%

11.3*

11.3*
11*
11*

Community
Duwamish

South Tacoma
TacomaSouth End
I KA Y {i 2Dastfiet
Southeast Seattle
Tukwila

White Center
Burien

Lakewood
SeaTac

Bitter Lake

Kent

Des Moines
Auburn

Figure 5
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APPENDIXCC HIGHLMMPACTEOMMUNITIES BEOUNTY

Another way we can apply our cuative risk criteria is based on counties in our jurisdictiimese maps
show the top 20% of the scores in each county using the same 9 ctitatiwere usedor the 4 county
jurisdiction! RRA G A 2 y I £ f @aBk/s@le B kelatDetalig omdeiinagraphic makeup and air pollution
impacts.

Most Impacted Areas Kitsap

Not enough information

Lowest scores (bottom 20%)
" PortiGamble S'Klallam Tribe

) { N
I Highest scores (top 20%)

Major Highways

Rank Score Community ;
14.5 East Bremerton i
14.0 Navy Yard City &

1

2

3 12.3 Port Orchard

4 12.2 Chico/Erlands Point

5 11.2 Silverdale {

6 11.0 t 2Nl DFYofS ({! ;
Little Boston i

7 10.3 Gorst/Sunnyslope

Chico

ol & ‘East Bremerton

'Navy Yard City

\
0 1.75635 7 10.5 14 ) pscleanair.org
e s e Viles Gl i

Figure6
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KingCounty

Figure7

Rank Score
1 20.7
2 19.3
3 18.7
4 18.5*
4 18.5*
4 18.5*
4 18.5%
8 18.3
9 17.7*
9 17.7*
11 16.3
12 15.7
13 15.2
14 14.5
15 13.7
16 13.2

KINGGOUNTY
Community
Tukwila/Allentown
Tukwila/Kent (Midway)
White Center/Greater Duwamisl
Algona/Auburn
International District
Des Mvines
SeaTac
Southeast Seattle
Kent
Central District
Northgate
Factoria
Renton
Federal Way
Wilburton
Kingsgate
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