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SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL

Transportation and Utilities Committee

Agenda
September 16, 2020 - 9:30 AM

Meeting Location:
Remote Meeting. Call 253-215-8782; Meeting ID: 586 416 9164; or Seattle Channel online.

Committee Website:
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/transportation-and-utilities

This meeting also constitutes a meeting of the City Council, provided that the meeting shall be conducted as a
committee meeting under the Council Rules and Procedures, and Council action shall be limited to committee
business.

In-person attendance is currently prohibited per Washington State Governor's Proclamation No. 20-28.9, through
October 1, 2020. Meeting participation is limited to access by telephone conference line and Seattle Channel
online.

Register online to speak during the Public Comment period being
held at the 9:30 a.m. Transportation and Utilities Committee
meeting at
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/public-comment

Online registration to speak at the Transportation and Utilities
Committee meeting will begin two hours before the 9:30 a.m.
meeting start time, and registration will end at the conclusion of
the Public Comment period during the meeting. Speakers must be
registered in order to be recognized by the Chair.

Submit written comments to Councilmember Pedersen at
Alex.Pedersen@seattle.gov

Sign-up to provide Public Comment at the meeting at
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/public-comment
Watch live streaming video of the meeting at
http://www.seattle.gov/council/watch-council-live

Listen to the meeting by calling the Council Chamber Listen Line
at 253-215-8782 ; Meeting ID: 586 416 9164

One Tap Mobile No. US: +12532158782,,5864169164#

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations. Page 2
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Transportation and Utilities Agenda September 16, 2020

Committee

Please Note: Times listed are estimated

A. Call To Order

B. Approval of the Agenda

C. Public Comment

D. Items of Business

Supporting
Documents:

(20 minutes)

Register online to speak during the Public Comment period at the
9:30 a.m. Transportation and Utilities Committee meeting at
http://www.seattle.gov/council/committees/public-comment.

Online registration to speak at the Transportation and Utilities
Committee meeting will begin two hours before the 9:30 a.m.
meeting start time, and registration will end at the conclusion of
the Public Comment period during the meeting. Speakers must be
registered in order to be recognized by the Chair.

Information Technology Department report to the City Council
Transportation & Utilities Committee on existing and proposed
short-term solutions to increase internet access

Presentation (updated; 9/15/20)

Internet for All Seattle Report

Briefing and Discussion (30 minutes)

Presenters: Saad Bashir, Chief Technology Officer, Tracye Cantrell,
Delia Burke, Vinh Tang, and Alice Lawson, Seattle Information
Technology Department; Bryan Hockaday, Technology Policy Advisor,
Mayor's Office

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations.
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Transportation and Utilities Agenda September 16, 2020

Committee

2. Presentation by Seattle Office of City Auditor: Strategic Approach
to Vehicle Bridge Maintenance is Warranted

Supporting
Documents: City Auditor Bridge Report, September 2020

Presentation (Updated; 9/14/20)
Briefing and Discussion (40 minutes)
Presenters: David G. Jones, City Auditor, San DeBlieck, and Jane
Dunkel, Office of the City Auditor

3. CB 119870 AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department;
authorizing the General Manager and CEO to execute a ten-year
agreement with Pend Oreille County, for loss of revenues and
additional financial burdens associated with the City Light
Department’s operation of the Boundary Hydroelectric Project on
the Pend Oreille River pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, 35.21.425,
35.21.426, and 35.21.427; and ratifying and confirming certain
prior acts.

Attachments: Att 1 - 2020 Agreement
Supporting
Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

Presentation

Briefing, Discussion, and Possible Vote (10 minutes)

Presenters: Debra Smith, General Manager and CEO, Mike Haynes,
and Jeff Wolf, Seattle City Light (SCL)

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations.
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Transportation and Utilities Agenda September 16, 2020

Committee

4,

5.

CB 119857

Supporting
Documents:

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; clarifying
that residents living in the City Light Department owned housing
in the Diablo and Newhalem communities are subject to the City
Light Department’s rates under Chapter 21.49 and 21.56 of the
Seattle Municipal Code; amending Section 21.56.030 of the
Seattle Municipal Code; and ratifying and confirming certain prior
acts.

Summary and Fiscal Note

CB 119871

Supporting
Documents:

Central Staff Memo
Presentation

Briefing, Discussion, and Possible Vote (10 minutes)

Presenters: Debra Smith, General Manager and CEO, Mike Haynes,
and Jeff Wolf, SCL

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department;
establishing updated eligibility requirements for net metering and
customer-requested net metering aggregation billing
arrangements; and amending Section 21.49.082 of the Seattle
Municipal Code.

Summary and Fiscal Note

Presentation

Briefing, Discussion, and Possible Vote (10 minutes)

Presenters: Debra Smith, General Manager and CEO, Craig Smith,
and Lori Moen, SCL

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations.
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Transportation and Utilities Agenda September 16, 2020

Committee

6. CB 119885

Supporting
Documents:

7. CB 119883

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; amending
Section 21.49.084 of the Seattle Municipal Code to enable a
broader suite of voluntary renewable energy program options to
City Light customers.

Summary and Fiscal Note

Presentation

Briefing, Discussion, and Possible Vote (10 minutes)

Presenters: Debra Smith, General Manager and CEO, Craig Smith,
and Lori Moen, SCL

AN ORDINANCE amending Ordinance 126000, which adopted the
2020 Budget, including the 2020-2025 Capital Improvement
Program (CIP); revising project allocations for the Madison BRT -
RapidRide G Line project and certain other projects in Ordinance
126000 into the 2020-2025 Adopted CIP; and ratifying and
confirming certain prior acts.

Attachments: Att A - CIP Project Pages
Supporting
Documents: Summary and Fiscal Note

E. Adjournment

Presentation (added; 9/15/20)

Briefing, Discussion, and Possible Vote (15 minutes)

Presenters: Lorelei Williams, Deputy Director, and Eric Tweit, Seattle
Department of Transportation (SDOT)

Click here for accessibility information and to request accommodations.
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09-16-2020

Seattle Information Technology

Internet for All Seattle Report

* Res. 31956 requests Seattle IT to report on how it plans
to implement Internet for All Seattle objectives
including:

e Gap Analysis (Data primarily from 2018 Technology Access
and Adoption Study, 2020 King County Broadband Access)

e Lessons Learned

e Action Plan (Strategies, Partnerships, Infrastructure,
Resources, Timeline, Evaluations)

 Written and reviewed by internal and external partners
and stakeholders.

e Welcome feedback from Council, to collaborate to
target and refine strategies and actions.

* First of subsequent committee reports.

Slide 2 @) City of SeattE



Importance of Internet for All

 The importance of reliable and affordable
internet has become more critical now than
ever before.

e Access to technology is a race and social
justice issue.

e COVID-19 pandemic has intensified the
need to address our digital divide.

e Improving digital equity is a critical part of
Seattle’s long-term inclusive economic
recovery.

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 3 '\ V City of Seatfl}



What is the current state of broadband?

954

Households
with internet

 We are a well-connected City

* Internet adoption gap is
concentrated in specific
geographic areas

CETAMEISS

* Explained by affordability not

infrastructure
About 17,000

households

Households
without
internet

Data Source: 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 4 @) City of Seatfid




Gap within key groups = ~17,000 households

Without Internet at Home

o Low-Income
(under SSO'OOO)
< 85% Disability
<

o

©

O

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology

25%

15%

10%

9%

8%

Slide 5

$50,000

Once a household’s
income reaches
S50k, internet access
no longer correlates
with income.

Approximately 10,000 households
under $25,000 are without internet at
home and are the most significantly
impacted.

Households could select more than one characteristic.

\éﬂh City of Seatf®




Gap in specific geographic areas

Primary Barrier is Cost

The gap analysis finds that internet adoption is
lacking in specific geographic areas and is driven
primarily by the affordability of broadband service.

South Central Seattle (Pioneer Square, Yesler Terrace, and
International District)

South Seattle (New Holly, Rainier Valley, and Beacon Hill)
West Seattle (High Point and South Park)

Areas of downtown

Lake City

Gap Analysis

The lighter areas represent a higher proportion
of residents without internet in their home.

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 6 = .




What explains these gaps?

In 2018, for the 5% of households without internet, cited the following barriers

> 61% Say cost is a primary barrier to obtaining 16% Don’t know how to obtain internet
2 °  internet access. °  access.
2
= Don’t have a device to access the Say the internet is too slow and/or
8 30% 8% o /
internet. unreliable.
20% Don’t have the credit or deposit 8% Don’t trust the internet or technology
> requirements. > companies.

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 7 '\ﬁh City of Seatf®




Action Plan Objectives

i ity-Based Private Sector/Tech
City of Seattle Commurrl y. 45€ Telecoms/ISPs rivate sec ‘Tr/ ec
Organizations Companies

1. Support Seattle Public Schools’ efforts to increase and improve student-household

internet access and quality.
2. Foster up to 20,000 internet connections & devices for underserved.

. For the 2023 Technology Access and Adoption Study, the data points toward universal

internet adoption.
4. Significantly increase the internet adoption rate for households with annual incomes

under $25,000.
. - Older
M m

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies
w

Low- Insecurely

Housed

Income

(ﬁh City of Seatf@

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 8




e Private-sector and philanthropic partners

e Business community
 Internet service providers / telecoms
e “All in Washington” newly launched Digital Equity Initiative

e Seattle Public Schools, Seattle Public Library
e SHA, affordable housing providers
e Community-based organizations

e Local and federal governments

e City Council, King County, regional agencies, and Washington
State Broadband Office

(%)
2
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+—
O
o
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C
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Digital equity boards and commissions
e CTAB, IAC, Digital Equity Learning Network

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 9




Seattle IT built an Action Plan to meet these objectives

* Leverages lessons learned from other
municipalities

e Relies on partnerships with internal and
external stakeholders

 Built to directly address gaps in access

e Focus on specific geographic areas and highly
impacted groups
e Take advantage of Seattle’s strong infrastructure

e Address the root cause of gaps in residential
broadband—affordability

e Holistic look at digital equity

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 10




Lessons Learned from Other Municipal Efforts
* Prioritize residents that are most highly-impacted

Incglsmn

e Look at digital equity holistically—not just internet TINTCTYVITE
connectivity but devices, services, and skills Digial nclusion Aliance

Seattleis 1 of 15 cities
recognized as “National

e Adoption of low-cost internet services require Digital Inclusion Trailblazer”

Seattle
reduction of sign-up barriers and engagement with san Francisco

New York City

Kansas City

our community Portland

Long Beach

* Follow best practices from Seattle—specific and pustin

. . Chattanooga
national studies Sy
District of Columbia
Louisville
Provo
Salt Lake City
Detroit

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies
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Action Plan Strategies

Increase awareness and adoption of low-cost internet programs and devices.

Expand no or low-cost connectivity options in targeted areas of the City.

Partner with organizations to deliver culturally relevant digital inclusion programs.

~{

-

@ Pursue private sector and philanthropic funding.

@ Champion legislation/policies to advance universal internet access and adoption.

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies

%\?"g Strengthen regional collaboration by forming an “Internet for All” Coalition.
)
/ﬁ‘{ Advocate to ensure Internet Service Provider offerings meet residents’ needs.

Examine new technologies to ensure best-in-class internet infrastructure and
consumer choices.

£7
LpJ



Action Plan Snapshot

 Strategy 1: Increase awareness and adoption of low-cost internet

programs and devices. 530,
e Ramp up the City’s outreach and engagement about low-income Responde::s
programs for residents and nonprofits. unaware of low-

programs.

e Partner with SPS and SHA to promote internet sign-ups.
e Explore a one-stop portal for streamlined enrollment in all low-income

programs, including access to internet (using Affordable Seattle model/website).
e Strategy 2: Expand more public Wi-Fi in digital equity areas.
e SPL will deploy upgraded Wi-Fi outside all branches in Q4-2020.
e Develop proposal to strategically deploy more public Wi-Fi in

digital equity zones.

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies

éﬂb City of Seatg®
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Action Plan Snapshot

 Strategy 3: Partner with organizations to deliver culturally relevant
digital inclusion programs.

e Continue effective, scalable programs that address adoption 14<y
barriers beyond internet access (e.g., Digital Bridge). Seatt,eresid:ms
* Support digital navigators through a train-the-trainer model igital okl

to provide 1:1 device, connectivity, and technology support.

 Strategy 4: Pursue private sector and philanthropic support.
e Partner with corporate and philanthropic donors to secure support for Internet

for All.
e Leverage strong, positive engagement from the private sector to advance digital

equity.

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies

éﬂb City of Seatg®
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Action Plan Snapshot

o Strategy 5: Champion legislation/policies to advance universal internet adoption.

e Advocate for state and federal Digital Equity Act and similar legislation that will provide funding
and support for state and local digital inclusion action.

e Explore a policy enabling internet access in all new affordable housing investments.

e Strategy 6: Strengthen regional collaboration by forming an “Internet for All”

Coalition.
e Establish an Internet for All Coalition to help advance the Action Plan. Leverage existing bodies,
including the City’s Community Technology Advisory Board, Innovation Advisory Council and
Digital Equity Learning Network.

e Review opportunities to coordinate with Port of Seattle, King County, Seattle Public Schools,
Metro Transit, Sound Transit, University of Washington, and other public agencies on long-term

wired and wireless infrastructure expansion.

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies

\éﬂh City of SeatE®
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Action Plan Snapshot

e Strategy 7: Advocate to ensure Internet Service Provider offerings meet

residents’ needs.
e Request aggregated enrollment data for low-cost internet programs (evaluation

process).
e Request to extend and improve ISPs COVID-19 mitigations (e.g. waive 90-day waiting
period, increase speeds beyond 25 Mbps).

e Strategy 8: Examine new technologies to ensure best-in-class internet

infrastructure and consumer choices.

 Monitor and research technologies including Wi-Fi 6, Satellite Internet, 10G Platform,
G.Fast, Citizens Broadband Radio Service (CBRS), Microsoft Airband, and WiMax.

e Examine opportunities to leverage City network infrastructure as a platform for low-
cost wireless broadband delivery.

Approach to develop Action Plan Strategies

\éﬂh City of SeatE®
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Timeline and Key Milestones for Internet for All

Submit IFA report with an emphasis regarding gap analysis.
Support Seattle Public Schools’ efforts to increase and improve student-household internet access and quality.
Continue engagement with private partners and community organizations.

Continue and start new actions to foster up to 20,000 internet connections & devices for underserved.

2021

With Council feedback on strategy and proposed actions, provide an updated report with further refinement of proposed actions.
Provide update on evaluation outcomes and status update for actions in operation.

Provide update on engagement with partners to develop “Internet for All fund”.

Complete objective of fostering up to 20,000 internet connections & devices for underserved.

By the 2023 Technology Access and Adoption Study, the data points towards universal internet adoption.

Significantly increase the internet adoption rate for households with annual incomes under $25,000.

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 17 \ﬁh City of Seatg®




Next Steps
e Submitted initial IFA report on 9/14.

e Continue engagement with private partners and community
organizations.

* Receive feedback from Council to target and refine action plan.

e Look forward to reporting back on our progress.
e Update Q1 2021

e Continue to bolster significant ongoing Digital Equity initiatives.

09-16-2020 Seattle Information Technology Slide 18 '\éﬂh City of SeatE:}




Current Clty of Seattle Digital Equity Initiatives

STEEP SURPLUS
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Questions
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@§ Internet for All Seattle Report

Letter from Mayor Jenny Durkan

As Seattle continues to respond and work to recover from the unprecedented COVID-19 health and economic
crisis, the importance of reliable and affordable broadband internet has become more critical now than ever
before. Applying for jobs, finding healthcare, accessing childcare, even communicating with our loved ones in
times of need — all these tasks have moved online, making internet access and digital skills more critical than ever.
And the COVID-19 pandemic has only intensified the need to address these disparities, as working from home and
online schooling have become the norm.

Our 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study shows that Seattle is one of the country’s most connected cities,
with over 95% of all households connected to the internet. However, that same study showed that there are
barriers preventing true digital equity in Seattle. Black, indigenous, and People of Color, low-income households,
households where English is not the primary language, and individuals living with disAbilities all have
disproportionate limitations on access to quality, affordable internet in the home.

We know that access to technology is a race and social justice issue. As we work to create more opportunities for
youth through major investments in workforce readiness programs and free college for all Seattle public school
students, we must also strive to make sure that all our communities have access to high-speed internet and the
skills they need to compete in our constantly-connected world. We know we must do everything we can to
dismantle racial and socioeconomic inequalities and invest in the resources that empower diverse communities.

The Internet for All Initiative provides the City of Seattle a new roadmap and tangible action plan to close the
digital divide and meaningfully increase the adoption of affordable, reliable broadband internet. | appreciate the
leadership of Councilmember Alex Pedersen, Council President Lorena Gonzalez, and Councilmember Debora
Juarez who co-sponsored the Internet for All Resolution, the full commitment from City Departments, and
collaboration with community partners, internet service providers, as well as the business and philanthropic
community who have all come together to support this initiative.

As we continue to work to meet the immediate internet and technology needs of families, students, job seekers,
and those working from home, the Internet for All Initiative will be a critical component of Seattle’s long-term
recovery as we build a more equitable city of the future.

| remain committed to making sure that Seattle continues to lead the way on digital equity and inclusion. We
need the support of the entire community, and | invite both the private and public sectors to join us in this
important work. If we want to continue to be the city that invents the future, that means leaving nobody behind,
and helping those most impacted by digital inequity catch up and keep up.

A thriving city, where opportunities are equally accessible, depends on it.

Mayor Jenny A. Durkan

A, @mb
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@§ Internet for All Seattle Report

Executive Summary

The Internet for All Seattle Resolution (31956) (IFA) lays out a mission of “enabling all Seattle residents to access
and adopt broadband internet service that is reliable and affordable.” This mission furthers the City’s long and
ongoing commitments to equitably expanding access to residential broadband. At the crux of this legislation is a
request that the Seattle Information Technology Department (Seattle IT) report to Council on its progress in
meeting this objective by way of a gap analysis on broadband internet access, lessons learned from similar
municipal efforts, and an Action Plan.

Seattle is one of the most “connected” cities in the country. In fact, the City’s 2018 Technology Access and
Adoption Study finds that 95% of Seattle households have internet access in the place where they live.! From
2013 to 2018, the City increased its proportion of connected residents from 85% to 95%. While the 2018 data
concluded a 5% disparity in internet adoption which we estimate affects 17,000 households and 37,000 residents,
the study indicated 4% using cellular data only for internet and 6% without an internet subscription. With access
suspended to free internet at public sites because of COVID-19 and the limitation of a cellular data only device,
the COVID-19 pandemic has amplified the gap disparity percentage.

In response to Section 4 of the IFA Resolution, this report will introduce
these issues and highlight “proposed short-term solutions to increase
access equitably, and a timeline for presenting subsequent reports to the
Committee for the longer term, sustainable solutions of the Action Plan.”
The report also addresses linked issues of insufficient internet, devices,
skills, and support.

The gap analysis finds that internet adoption is lacking
in specific geographic areas and is driven primarily by
the affordability of broadband service.

According to the Federal Communications Commission’s (FCC) definition
of broadband?, all of Seattle’s 84 square miles are serviced by a
broadband Internet Service Provider (ISP) such as Comcast, CenturyLink,
or Wave. Geographically, service is distributed so that most of the City’s
population has some option for broadband internet. In many cases, the
quality and speed of these services exceeds the minimum levels of
service that the FCC uses to define broadband internet. Moreover,
technological innovation has expanded the ways residents can access
broadband internet. Instead of needing a “wired” connection with a
cable and modem, residents can get broadband service wirelessly on a
smartphone, tablet, or other connected device from the 4G LTE cellular
networks. Wireless providers are currently densifying the existing 4G LTE
networks and integrating emerging 5G networks which will further
enhance wireless broadband quality in the future. Therefore, Seattle has B g T TSP R TX AT L aN (111 s
a significant sustainable broadband internet infrastructure. proportion of residents without

internet in their home.

12018 Technology Access and Adoption Study
2 The official FCC broadband definition is a minimum of 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps upload.
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Despite an extensive and robust broadband infrastructure, unfortunately, there is still a 5% gap in internet
adoption for Seattle residents. By analyzing the City’s recent 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study
augmented with Census American Community Survey data, and consistent with findings from similar research
from King County, we find that this gap is concentrated geographically in certain areas of the City. Despite being in
a service area for broadband internet, as the map above shows, areas of Central and South Seattle represent the
largest portions of the 5% gap in internet adoption:

e South Central Seattle (Pioneer Square, Yesler Terrace, and International District)
e South Seattle (New Holly, Rainier Valley, and Beacon Hill)

e West Seattle (High Point and South Park)

e Areas of downtown

e Lake City

When we look at key demographic groups without internet in their home, we see those who are low-income,
household members living with a disAbility, English is not their primary language, those with less formal
education, Seattle Housing Authority households, older adults, and BIPOC (Black, Indigenous, and People of
Color). COVID-19 has magnified the impact for these key groups and families requiring internet for work and
schooling purposes.

Internet at Home Key Groups Without Internet at Home
Low-Income
o, . g 0, o
21%
(incomes

To dig deeper into the numbers, the 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study analyzed why despite the
technological availability of broadband infrastructure, geographic areas remain under-connected. The table below
summarizes these findings:

In 2018, for the 5% of households without internet,

they cited the following reasons?

61% Say cost is a primary barrier to 16% Don’t know how to obtain internet
° obtaining internet access. ° access.
Don’t have a device to access the Say the internet is too slow and/or
30% . 8% .
internet. unreliable.
20% Don’t have the credit or deposit 8% Don’t trust the internet or technology
° requirements. ? companies.

32018 Technology Access and Adoption Study
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As illustrated in the table, overall cost, lack of a device, or lack of credit or money deposit are the primary reasons
for households who do not currently have internet access in their residence. Additionally, 23% of residents have a
limiting factor for not using the internet more for both internet adopters and non-adopters. The segmentation
analysis suggests 11% of residents have a tangible barrier that restricts digital connectedness (this group is
disconnected or inconsistently connected by choice or by circumstances) and 14% are digital skills limited (lack
necessary skills to access and use the internet independently and confidently). While 92% of all households report
having a desktop or laptop, 61% of low-income households who have internet at home have laptops, which have
become the most valuable, versatile device for use at home and on the go. Therefore, the greatest barriers of
access to broadband internet service in Seattle is not a lack of broadband infrastructure, but rather the
affordability of internet service, devices, and digital skills.

Adoption constraints are especially challenging for residents with limited
literacy, with limited English skills, with substantial debt, or without a home
address or email. Many low-cost internet programs for low-income
residents have limited in-person or phone sign up options. In addition to
enrollment challenges many simply are not aware these programs exist. An
Action Plan to increase access to broadband should first focus on
affordability and targeted outreach to communities in areas of the City that
are least connected. Reducing barriers to affordable broadband internet
adoption will require collaboration between local government, the private
sector, employers, educators, and community-based partners.

Speed Issue Feedback: COVID-
19 has abruptly brought us to
the point where the current
25/3 FCC standard for low-cost
programs may be insufficient to
support the capacity needs of
some students and parents now
simultaneously remote learning
and teleworking from home.

Lessons learned from other municipal efforts provided guidance

An initial Action Plan to address disparities in affordable internet access and adoption was informed by an
extensive review of efforts undertaken and best practices from other cities. Seattle is part of a select group of
cities that have been recognized as a “National Digital Inclusion Trailblazer.” Initiated by the National Digital
Inclusion Alliance (NDIA) in 2016, 15 cities across America have been designated with this distinction in promoting
digital literacy and broadband access for underserved residents and serve as models for other local governments
to tackle digital equity. In reviewing the digital equity and inclusion plans for the 15 “Trailblazer” cities with over
110 total items, the actions and recommendations were grouped into 12 common categories: 1) Internet Access,
2) Awareness, 3) Devices, 4) Digital Skills, 5) Digital Equity Fund, 6) Community Engagement, 7) Evaluation, 8)
Digital Inclusion Coalition, 9) Inventory and Mapping, 10) Partnerships, 11) Advocacy and Policy, and 12) Digital
Economy. In conjunction with other reports and news from across the country to improve broadband adoption,
the following common threads were identified, especially for cities striving to close the remaining gap. The
recurring takeaways closely aligns with our proposed strategies and actions.

e Collaborate across sectors to improve low-cost broadband options, including increased Wi-Fi access in
strategic areas to reach the underserved population.

e Build awareness to ensure that all residents know about and can sign-up for available resources (low-
income or free internet sources, devices, and digital skills training).

e Device programs to increase the number of families that can buy or receive free donated devices are
equally as important as getting connected to the internet.

e Ensure digital literacy skills training programs are accessible and available.

Additionally, while there are key differences between Seattle’s technical landscape and other cities, the past
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experiences and future plans in New York City, San Francisco, Kansas City, Chattanooga, Tacoma, and Anacortes
provides insightful information. The lessons learned and best practices from these initiatives are discussed in
greater detail in the body of this report.

Building from our gap analysis and the lessons learned from other municipalities, the
City has developed an Action Plan leveraging current success to equitably improve
residential access to affordable broadband

As part of this initial report, the IFA asked Seattle IT to develop an Action Plan to improve residential access to
broadband. Drawing on conclusions from the gap analysis and lessons learned, Seattle IT developed a robust
Action Plan in consultation with community partners, City department stakeholders, and internet service
providers. While more formal data collection and outreach will strengthen our strategies, Seattle IT designed a
plan that catalyzes current success to directly target the most significant barriers towards internet adoption.

More specifically, this plan builds on extensive community engagement conducted for the Digital Equity Initiative
Action Plan, released in 2017, and the 2018 Technology Access and Adoption report. The plan also draws from
recent COVID-19 response programs, like the City’s “Digital Bridge” pilot project to equip low income job seekers
with free laptops and broadband connectivity. With more time, this plan will adapt to the needs of key groups
with the greatest internet disparity and focus on tangible internet adoption solutions for low-income households,
student households, job seekers, those with low education or with disAbilities, older adults, and BIPOC
communities. It is important to note that when collaborating on strategies, the City is barred by the Federal
Telecommunications Act from directly regulating internet service. As a result, we examine opportunities to
incentivize the market and leverage public-private-community partnerships.

While presented in more detail in the body of the report, the City’s Action Plan is designed to address multiple
ambitious objectives as detailed in the figure below.

Action Plan Objectives

Private Sector &

Community-Based Telecoms/
Tech

Organizations ISPs

1. Support Seattle Public Schools’ efforts to increase and improve
student-household internet access and quality.

2. Foster up to 20,000 internet connections & devices for underserved.

3. For the 2023 Technology Access and Adoption Study, the data points
toward universal internet adoption.

4. Significantly increase the internet adoption rate for households with
annual incomes under $25,000.

Job Low- Non- Older Insecurely
Student DisAbilit BIPOC
uaents Seekers @l Income ISABIILY Englishll Adults . Housed c
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ACTION PLAN

As per the IFA, Seattle IT has developed a detailed Action Plan driven by eight innovative, effective, and efficient
strategies to equitably increase broadband access and adoption. The strategies are summarized below. This link
provides direct access to the complete Action Plan outlined later in the body of this report with more detail for
each proposed strategy along with a suggested timeline.

Q 1. Increase awareness and adoption of low-cost
internet programs and devices.

53%

Most notable in the 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study was only 23% of Respondents
low-income households that qualify for low-income internet access programs are unaware of low-
using those programs. Over half of respondents were not aware of any low-income income internet

programs and almost a quarter were aware of their existence but still not enrolling. We programs.
have a critical opportunity to increase communications and address enrollment barriers.

.Q 2. Expand no or low-cost connectivity options
[

in targeted areas of the City.

Affordability is a key barrier to universal internet adoption in Seattle. Therefore, using data and building upon
findings from the 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study, 2017 Wireless Broadband Study, 2015 Digital
Equity Action Committee, and consulting with affordable housing partners, we seek to target lower-income
neighborhoods where residents cannot afford internet service and increase digital equity by leveraging the City’s
infrastructure to provide additional Wi-Fi or other solutions to help residents connect, and pursuing policies and
processes to promote deployment of telecommunication infrastructure to allow more solutions to help them
connect.. These areas will also be targeted for the promotion and expansion of no- or low-cost connectivity
options.

3. Partner with organizations to deliver

culturally relevant digital inclusion programs.

14%

While affordability may be the major barrier to equitable broadband adoption, lack of Seattle residents
access to internet-accessible devices and technical skills also play a significant role in report limited
why some residents remain unconnected. Partnering with organizations that support digital skills.

our communities in a holistic way is essential for reaching our diverse populations that
need digital support.

/'\. 4. Pursue private sector and philanthropic
< funding.

A lack of internet access has far reaching economic and social impacts to the City. As a result, a holistic and
coordinated response across organizations and institutions is needed. The City cannot solve this problem alone
and seeks private-sector and philanthropic funding to better meet its IFA objectives.
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= 5 Champion legislation/policies to advance

.&1 universal internet access and adoption.

The IFA provides us with an opportunity to refresh our legislative policy priorities and coordinated actions to
creatively incentivize the market, spur competition, and address digital equity in low-income areas. The legislative

policies that the City champions at the state and national level can help provide funding and support for local
digital inclusion efforts—ensuring sustainable success.

(J
DA/ 6. Strengthen regional collaboration by forming

3’).\1‘ an “Internet for All” Coalition.

While Seattle IT plans to conduct more extensive community outreach, all organizations we spoke with, both
public and private, shared a commitment to close the internet adoption and digital equity gap. There are currently
many disparate workstreams looking to advance our shared common goal—King County, State of Washington,
Seattle Public Schools, community organizations, telecoms, and technology companies. We recommend the
creation of an Internet for All Coalition to help advance the IFA Action Plan and structure coordination at all levels.
The coalition would meet regularly to examine partnership opportunities, receive feedback, and discuss progress
on strategies and actions. The Coalition design should be planned to leverage existing bodies, including the City’s
Community Technology Advisory Board, Innovation Advisory Council and Digital Equity Learning Network.

7. Advocate to ensure Internet Service Provider

offerings meet residents’ needs.

In response to the COVID-19 pandemic, all Seattle internet service providers participated in the FCC’s “Keep
Americans Connected” pledge not to terminate service to any residential or small business customer who could
not pay their bills, to waive late fees, and to open its Wi-Fi hotspots to Americans who needed them. We
commend all companies for supporting our neighbors in an unprecedented time. The pledge expired on June 30%,
but as we move forward, we are listening to the appeal from residents and community advocates to work
collaboratively with the ISPs to continue these positive efforts for the betterment of residents.

8. Examine new technologies to ensure best-in-class

internet infrastructure and consumer choices.

We strive to have a best-in-class infrastructure for wired and wireless deployment that is scalable and ready for
the next generation of technologies—leveraging opportunities to improve our internet infrastructure and
technology options for residents. While our focus is on addressing affordability and adoption barriers to internet
access, the ecosystem of broadband internet service delivery is continually making advancements. Technological
innovations may provide new options for expanding internet adoption and affordability. The City will continue to
review new technologies such as cellular 5G networks, low-orbit satellite internet, Wi-Fi 6, and Citizens Broadband
Radio Service (CBRS) and work to encourage investment in, as well as identify barriers to deployment of advanced
technologies that would expand internet access. We will also continue to explore opportunities to leverage
network assets in Seattle City Light, Seattle Public Utilities, and Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT)’s
infrastructure as a platform for low-cost wireless broadband. SDOT will launch the updated right-of-way
management system in November 2020 to better monitor conduit and fiber installation during street openings.
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A timeline for implementing the City’s IFA strategies

As requested in the IFA, this report includes a “timeline for presenting subsequent reports to the (Transportation
& Utilities) Committee for the longer term, sustainable solutions of the Action Plan.” A high-level timeline is
provided below with more detail provided in the body of this report:

Timeline and Key Milestones for Internet for All

2020
Submit IFA report with an emphasis regarding gap analysis.

Support Seattle Public Schools’ efforts to increase and improve student-household internet access
and quality.
Continue engagement with private partners and community organizations.

Continue and start new actions to foster up to 20,000 internet connections & devices for
underserved.

2021

With Council feedback on strategy and proposed actions, provide an updated report with further
refinement of proposed actions.

Provide update on evaluation outcomes and status update for actions in operation.

Provide update on engagement with partners to develop “Internet for All fund”.
2022-2023
Complete objective of fostering up to 20,000 internet connections & devices for underserved.

By the 2023 Technology Access and Adoption Study, the data points towards universal internet
adoption.

Significantly increase the internet adoption rate for households with annual incomes under
$25,000.

This concludes the Executive Summary

This Executive Summary has provided an overview of Seattle IT’s response to the IFA. This section outlined the
gaps our community is facing, providing insight to the barriers, and the status of our City’s connectivity. It also sets
the stage for more detailed research and strategies noted in subsequent sections. The remainder of the report
addresses specific areas requested by the Council in more detail. For the reader’s convenience, links to reference
the detailed sections of the report, are provided below, or you can advance through the report in a more
traditional page by page fashion.

Background & Internet Primer | Gap Analysis | Lessons Learned

Action Plan: Strategies | Partnerships | Infrastructure | Resources | Evaluations

Thank you for the opportunity to prepare the Internet for All report and challenge ourselves with additional ways
to reach the City’s long-standing vision of universal internet access and adoption for residents regardless of
socioeconomic backgrounds.
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Background and Internet Primer

The Internet for All Resolution, co-sponsored by Councilmember Alex Pedersen, Council President M. Lorena
Gonzdlez, and Councilmember Debora Juarez, provided a framework to develop a roadmap to address internet
access and adoption issues exacerbated by the COVID-19 pandemic.

As described in the resolution, the COVID-19 pandemic amplified the reality of inequitable and detrimental gaps
in internet access, adoption, and affordability for underserved groups. COVID-19 has vividly illustrated how our
digital networks are woven into every aspect of our personal and professional lives and serve as the critical
backbone for our economy. Nationwide, home broadband traffic has increased approximately 20 to 40 percent
since the beginning of COVID-19.

In reviewing the robust Action Plan to close the 5% gap of Seattle households without internet access, it is
important to establish where Seattle stands to remove any misunderstanding. According to the most recent
American Community Survey data regarding household internet access data, Seattle ranked number one for
households with cable, DSL or fiber broadband® and third for all broadband types. Seattle’s standing results
from the City’s long commitment to fostering the deployment of fiber broadband systems and supporting digital
equity programs®. Despite our ranking compared to other U.S. cities, Seattle is not complacent, and we must
continue to push forward on proactive internet strategies to meet the diverse needs of our communities.

We also need to be careful not to equate broadband internet availability with broadband internet adoption.
While the City’s current role does not include providing internet service as a utility directly to our residents, we
remain focused on the continuous advancement in wired, wireless, and fixed wireless internet connectivity
technologies and maintaining a best-in-class infrastructure for all types of telecommunication deployment. Seattle
has three major fixed broadband ISPs for residents and businesses (Comcast, Wave, and CenturyLink) and an
additional three smaller fixed broadband ISPs for multi-dwelling unit buildings (MDUs) and businesses (Atlas
Networks, Wave G, and Google Fiber Webpass). Many Seattle neighborhoods and buildings have access to at least
one competitive option for internet service, and more than 93% of Seattle is served by fixed broadband capable of
offering gigabit broadband. Gigabit service is available from cable providers CenturyLink, Comcast and Wave, and
Atlas Networks, Wave G, and Google Fiber Webpass in MDUs. Eighty-eight percent (88%) of Seattle residents
purchase fixed broadband subscriptions with the remaining 4-7% using cellular (4G LTE) data service or free
internet options.

When we closely examine the internet adoption gap and barriers for households without broadband of any type,
the underlying problem is not our internet infrastructure and availability of broadband through market ISPs. The
majority of residences and businesses in Seattle have access to at least one fixed broadband ISP, as well as
wireless 4G LTE services. The key issue is service affordability at adequate service levels and a need for low-cost
pricing for high-speed internet service levels provided at the low-income tier.

Depending on the ISP’s service area, six low-cost internet programs — ranging from $9.95 to $20 per month —
are currently available to low-income residents. However, speeds and wireless data caps for these low-cost
programs are insufficient to support the internet capacity needs of students and parents now simultaneously
studying and working from home during COVID-19 and videoconferencing for remote learning and teleworking.
All the low-cost service programs meet the current standard for “broadband internet” of 25 Mbps downstream
and 3 Mbps upstream (“25/3”) set by the Federal Communications Commission (FCC) in 2015. Low-cost internet

4 https://airtable.com/shrlkltU7010a6Bje/tbIBgvitgtjFALxkp?backgroundColor=orange&viewControls=on
5 See Appendix A Seattle’s history of advancing digital equity and fostering best-in-class internet infrastructure
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programs are at 25/3 for wireline programs (Comcast and Wave) and 4G LTE service for mobile hotspots offers 30-
50 Mbps download and 4-13 Mbps upload. COVID-19 has abruptly brought us to the point where the current 25/3
FCC broadband standard may be insufficient to support the high-speed broadband connectivity needs of Seattle
residents. To target service levels that will offer equity to low-income residents and be adequate for growing
digital connectivity demands, plans are needed at the 50-100 Mbps level.

The following two tables further describe internet speeds (broadbandnow.com) and
internet prices.

Internet Speed FAQ®

Internet Speed Users Speed Summary
25 Mbps 1-2 Basic
100 Mbps 3-4 Average
200 Mbps 4-5 Fast
500 Mbps 5+ Very Fast
1000 Mbps 5+ Gigabit

Mbps stands for "Megabits per second."

How Much Speed Do | Really Need?

Minimum Speeds Required Activity
1-5 Mbps Check email and browse the web.
15 - 25 Mbps Stream HD video content.
Multiple video and audio conferencing occurring simultaneously
40 - 100 Mbps (remote learning and teleworking).
Stream 4K content and play competitive online games.
200 + Mbps Stream 4K content, play online games, and download very large files.

Real-time internet speeds depend on several factors.

1. Isthe user wired into the router or connected wirelessly through the access point? What is the distance
from the wireless access point and surface materials (internal walls/obstacles) between the two points
(should be centrally located if possible)?

2. |If the router/access point is in a crowded area with other wireless networks, what channel is the access
point set on? Channels 1, 6, and 11 are the best choices, but depending on other wireless networks in
your vicinity, one of those channels might be a better option than the others.

3. How many devices are connected and in use simultaneously?
4. How many users are streaming from video service simultaneously?

5. The internet is a network of networks and traffic as a whole. Network traffic on the video platform/server.

6 https://broadbandnow.com/
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Internet Prices (unbundled & does not include costs for equipment) August 2020

- . .
Tier Speed Prlcg Contract Al ('no Notes
(download/upload) | (promotion) promotion)

Comcast
Internet Essentials 25 Mbps Eligibility Requirements.
(Low-Income Program) 3 Mbps e e PERE For new customers only.
Performance Starter+ 25 Wleies $24.99 1-year S50 1.2 TB Data cap
3 Mbps contract
Performance Select UL $34.99 1-year S55 1.2 TB Data cap
5 Mbps contract
200 Mbps 1-year
Performance Pro+ 5 Mbps $49.99 contract $70 1.2 TB Data cap
300 Mbps 1-year
I
Blast! Pro+ 10 Mbps $64.99 contract $80 1.2 TB Data cap
600 Mbps 1-year
Extreme Pro+ 15 Mbps $74.99 contract $90 1.2 TB Data cap
L 1,000 Mbps 1-year . .
Gigabit 35 Mbps $84.99 contract $100 Available in all areas.
No Data cap
Gigabit Pro 20D Llepe n/a 2-year $299.95 Fiber internet
2,000 Mbps contract . .
Not available in all areas.
WAVE
Simply Internet/ Eligibility Requirements.
Internet First 25 Mbps n/a n/a $9.95 Open to new & existing
(Low-Income Program) customers.
. 100 Mbps 2-year
High Speed 100 5 Mbps $39.95 contract $69.95 400 GB Data cap
. 250 Mbps 2-year
High Speed 250 10 Mbps $49.95 contract $79.95 500 GB Data cap
. 940 Mbps 2-year .
Gig Speed Internet 10 Mbps $79.95 contract $99.95 Unlimited data

CenturyLink

No Low-Income Internet Program Offered
Speeds depend on area
Up to 40 Mbps 1.5 - 40 Mbps n/a n/a S49 system. Available in areas
with copper network
1 TB Data cap

Up to 100 Mbps DL S49 n/a S65 Available in areas with
100 Mbps .
fiber network
Unlimited data
. . 940 Mbps . . .
Fiber Gigabit 940 Mbps S65 n/a S85 Available in areas with

fiber network

7 Services are “up to” speed levels and actual speeds may vary based on device connection and other factors.
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Gap Analysis

Note: The Gap analysis presented in the section below contains an extensive amount of research responding to
each of the requests in Section 3A of the Resolution. For the reader’s convenience, please use the links below to
find the analysis that corresponds to those specific requests.®

e Low-cost Internet Options

e No-cost Internet Options

e QOverall Internet Gap

e What specific areas in Seattle require our attention to improve internet access?

e \What are the barriers to internet adoption?

e Adequacy of Internet

e Computer Devices and Digital Skills Gap

e Student Internet & Device Gap

e How does Seattle’s 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study compare with other survey data?

e Enrollment Data to Internet Programs

e “Dig Once” Policy

[Council requests] a succinct gap analysis that lists the no-cost and low-cost programs already
available in The City of Seattle while quantifying the actual gaps in affordable internet access and
adoption for Seattle residents, updated with available data regarding the 2020 experience of
students in Seattle Public Schools. and City of Seattle’s “Dig Once” policy and its implementation.
—Section 3.A.- Resolution 31956

As requested by the Resolution, the City performed a gap analysis to better understand the gaps in affordable
broadband access for Seattle residents. This included a quantitative analysis of residential broadband access in
Seattle as well as a qualitative assessment of factors contributing to this inequity. Along with lessons learned from
other municipal efforts, the gap analysis directly informed the strategies presented as part of the City’s Action
Plan. Importantly, this gap analysis sheds light on the groups of residents that are the least connected and thus
deserve additional attention when addressing this digital divide. The Resolution wisely acknowledges that its

8 This gap analysis leverages available data from the 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study, 2020 King
County Broadband Access Study, American Community Survey (2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates), and Seattle Public
Schools surveys gathered during COVID-19. While we have conducted outreach to develop this report, we have
not yet formally collected any additional data since the resolution was adopted on July 27, 2020.
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commitment to a goal of ensuring residential broadband for all residents does not take place in a vacuum.
Significantly, many institutions are operating to increase broadband adoption in Seattle. Since the City’s work
should build on top of these ongoing efforts, the Resolution noted that the City’s gap analysis include a list of low-
and no-cost internet programs currently available to residents. In presenting these options in the lists below, the
City can better understand what current efforts it can leverage as part of its Action Plan as well as appreciate that
even with all these programs, some residents remain under-connected and underserved. Within that context, this
gap analysis will then quantitatively analyze residential broadband access and then discuss qualitative factors that
explain those gaps. Lastly, this section will explore how these factors affect enrollment in Internet Programs and
may be affected by Seattle’s Dig Once Policy promoting broadband infrastructure development.

Low-Cost Internet Options:

Provider Price Service Area  Eligibility COVID-19
Comcast e Homeinternet Comcast Open only to new Comcast COVID-19: First 60
Internet connection. network internet customers. days of free service,
Essentials e $9.95/month + tax. National School Lunch apply by 12/31/2020.
e Speeds up to 25/3 Mbps. Program, Public Housing
e Free modem, installation Assistance, Medicaid, SNAP, SPS Families and
and in-home Wi-Fi. SSI, LIHEAP, Women, Infants, | Students 6 months of
e  Access to 40 1-hour and Children (WIC), and service.
sessions of XFINITY Wi-Fi Temporary Assistance for
hotspots outside the Needy Families (TANF).
home every 30 days.
Wave e Homeinternet Wave Open to current or new Program approval
Simply Internet connection. network Wave customers. locally administered
e $9.95/month + tax. Qualify for Seattle Utilities by Seattle IT Office of
e Speeds up to 25/3 Mbps. Discount Program, low- Cable
e  Free modem, installation income subsidized housing, Communications.
and in-home Wi-Ei. or have child qualified for
free or reduced school lunch
program.
Wave e Homeinternet Wave or Open only to new Wave or Program approval
Internet First connection. Wave G Wave G customers. national
e $9.95/month + tax. network Qualifying low-income COVID-19: Internet
e Speeds up to 25/3 Mbps. households, students in low First announced April
e  Free modem, installation income households, National | 6, 2020.
and in-home Wi-Ei School Lunch Program, First 60 days of free
Medicaid, SNAP, SSI, and service, apply by
others. 12/31/2020.
InterConnection | e  Mobile Hotspot internet | T-Mobile DSHS recipient or income
Low-Cost connection service sold below 80% Area Median.
Internet e $11.95/month for by Mobile
service. Citizen
e 599 (plus tax/shipping) under
one-time cost for educational
Hotspot device purchase | bandwidth
e  Unlimited Sprint 4G LTE agreement

data through Mobile
Citizen; no throttling or
overage charges
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Provider Price Service Area  Eligibility COoVID-19
PCs for People e Mobile Hotspot internet | T-Mobile A potential recipient must be | Added to City list of
Low-Cost connection service sold below the 200% poverty level | services during
Internet e $15.00/month for by Mobile or be currently enrolled in an | COVID-19 crisis.
service. Beacon income-based government
e 595 (plus tax/shipping) under assistance program
one-time cost for educational
Hotspot device purchase | bandwidth
e Upto 150 Mbps. agreement
e  Can share Wi-Fi with
more than one computer
or other Wi-Fi enabled
device at a time.
Atlas Networks e Home internet Apartment Live in building’s low-income | Check Atlas's 'building
connection buildings units. finder' to see if
e $9.99/month 50/50 served by building has service.
Mbps (go into effect Atlas

10/1)

$19.99/month 100/100
(go into effect 10/1)
$29.99/month
gigabit/gigabit (go into
effect 10/1)

Free installation
$6.00/month internet
modem fee (or can use
own personal internet
modem).

Enrollment Data to Low-Cost Internet Programs

ISPs do not regularly share enrollment data with the City, and no other ISP offered enrollment data for this report.

It would be advantageous to continue seeking this data from ISPs to enable more specificity in understanding
community needs and allow for more targeted outreach to further the goals of IFA.

Comcast Internet Essentials: The low-income internet program launched in 2011 with a mission to connect
people who are not connected. Over the life of the program it has connected more than 340,000 Washington
residents, including more than 132,000 in King County.
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No-Cost Internet Options:

Provider

Price

‘ Service Area

COVID-19

Eligibility

make available to their

clients

Seattle Public Schools e Limited duration Seattle Low-income household SPS distributed over
sponsored free service with Seattle Public School | 2000 hotspots to
e Mobile Hotspot internet student families and
connection for 1 yr. (T- initiated sponsor
Mobile/Mobile Beacon cable broadband
& Verizon) agreements, signing
e Home connection — up hundreds of
initial 6-months free families.
(Comcast, Wave).
Extension planning
underway
e  Partial OSPI support
City of Seattle e On-site accesstoa City Open to general public *Sites not open
computer and the Community during COVID-19.
Internet Centers (34
e Free of charge. locations) See attachment -
e Site list here Brief Summaries of
Support Provided by
the Broadband and
Community
Technology Team
during COVID-19.
Seattle Public Library e On-site accessto a City Open to general public *Sites not open
computer and the Libraries and some targeted to during COVID-19.
Internet specific needy population
e  Wi-Fi Hotspot devices via community Additional devices
for loan (check-out). partnerships added, in part
e Free of charge. SPL patrons can check out, | through federal
e Unlimited data take home easy-to-use dollars, via State
e Site list here Wi-Fi HotSpot devices. library and SP
o Reception same as any cell | Foundation.
service.
Seattle/Comcast/Wave | o  3rd Tier Business Class 204 Seattle Seattle non-profit City can annually
“Access for All” Non- internet service locations organization: providing allot 25 new site
Profits connection provided by technology and/or digital connections (20
Comcast or Wave Service literacy services to Comcast, 5 Wave)
e Free of charge area: underserved, low income,
e Includes Wi-Fi which Comcast or | or vulnerable populations. | Many Access for All
sites have option to Wave sites use free

connection to
provide internet
access to their client

populations.
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Overall Internet Adoption Gap:

Even with the efforts behind the programs listed above, some households remain unable to access residential
broadband. The City finds that five percent (5%) of Seattle households reported not having internet. This
guantitative analysis of the internet adoption gap further defines the inequities of residential broadband access
and puts it into context of broader data on connectivity.

According to the 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study, ninety-five percent (95%) of households reported
internet access through wired or wireless services, including cable, DSL, fiber, cellular data, free hotspots, building
or resident recreation centers, and free public Wi-Fi. Eighty-eight percent (88%) of Seattle residents purchase
fixed broadband (cable, DSL, or fiber) through an internet subscription from an internet service provider.

The adoption gap continues to close based on the data trend from the last two Technology Access and Adoption
studies. From 2013 to 2018, the City increased from 85% to 95%. In 2014, 37% of households with incomes less
than $20,000 did not have internet access at home. While not an exact income match, in 2018, 21% of households
under $25,000 were without internet—a 16% increase in internet adoption over 5 years for low-income residents.

How many Seattle households and residents do not have Internet at home?

co, 17,575 37,365

Households Residents

Seattle households without internet of any type in their home.

The household and resident number is estimated based on the official 2019 estimates for Seattle from the WA
State Office of Financial Management.® Households: 351,503 on 4/01/19 | Population: 747,300 on 4/01/19

Of the 95% of internet connected households, how many have a fixed broadband

internet subscription?

88Y% Seattle households with fixed broadband internet subscription (e.g. Comcast, CenturyLink, Wave).
0 The remainder rely on other means (e.g. cellular data plans).

What key groups are less likely to have internet in their home?*°

Seattle households under $25,000.

21% Livingin poverty (at or below 135% of the Federal Poverty Level): 5 times more likely not to have
internet access.
Seattle households $25,000 to $50,000

4% Living in poverty (at or below 135% of the Federal Poverty Level): 5 times more likely not to have

internet access.
Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) Household

22%  The 2018 Tech survey included a targeted sample of SHA owned apartment and multi-dwelling
units. Specific data not gathered on other affordable housing.

20%  High School graduate or less

% https://www.seattle.gov/opcd/population-and-demographics/about-seattle#population
10 Note: Percentages do not add up to 100% as multiple responses are possible.
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15% Household Member Living with a Disability
O  Three (3) times more likely not have internet access.
10% Primary Language Other than English
%  Two (2) times more likely not have internet access.
Older Adults (65 years +)

9%
1.8 times more likely not have internet access.
Race/Ethnic Minorities/BIPOC
8% Non-White residents (members of race or ethnic minorities): 1.6 times more likely not to have

internet access.
Insecurely housed (living in temporary housing or homeless)

35%* *Sample size is too small to provide reliable results. Sub-segment analysis warrants further
research and/or a large sample size.

COVID-19 impact on groups without fixed broadband internet subscription

Those in lower socio-economic status geographic areas and those with a lower household income are
significantly more likely to have no fixed broadband subscription and instead rely on other means to get access
in their homes.

4% Rely on cellular data plans alone.

13% Households under $25,000 are cellular data plan only. More than double as likely (when compared
0 to households with higher incomes) to rely on a cellular data plan as the only source of internet.

17%  Households under $25,000 use free internet access as one source of internet.
6%
8%

Those living in South Seattle (District 2) rely on cellular data plans without having any internet
subscription at all.
Central Seattle residents (Districts 3 and 7) are the most likely to use free or public internet where

they live.
Internet Access by Council Districts
Internet access in Without an internet Only cellular Free internet
place of residence subscription data plan access
District 1 (West Seattle) 96% 5% 4% 4%
District 2 h
istrict 2 (Southeast 93% 9% 6% 59
Seattle)
District 3 (Central 97% 59 39 8%
Seattle)
District 4 (Northeast 97% 59 29 7%
Seattle)
District 5 (North Seattle) 95% 7% 3% 7%
District 6 (Northwest 97% 4% 39 4%
Seattle)
Distri .
istrict 7 (Plonegr Square 959% 6% 4% 3%
to Magnolia)
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Fully Served Groups (2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study)

999, Of households with incomes of $50K or more have internet access.

98% Of households with child(ren) aged 17 or younger have internet access

98(y Of households with child(ren) who attend Seattle Public Schools have internet access
O *Updated data from SPS in 2020 indicates a more significant gap

What specific areas in Seattle require our attention to improve internet access?

To dig deeper into the data to highlight the groups of residents that remain most unconnected the City relied on
findings from the 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study. To ensure a robust gap analysis, the City
augmented this research with additional data centered around the digital divide (a lack of internet access and/or
digital skills). We summarize those findings highlighting those key residential groups below:

Dr. Roberto Gallardo of Purdue University Center of Regional Development created a metric called the Digital
Divide Index (DDI). The DDI was designed as a descriptive and pragmatic tool to help policymakers and leaders
understand this topic and rank geographic areas along a digital divide continuum. There are two main categories
and scores that are used for the DDI index total score (Infrastructure and Socioeconomic scores). The DDI ranges
in value from 0 to 100, where 100 indicates the highest digital divide.

Census tracts with the most digital need (based on the Digital Divide Index)

include: South Central Seattle (Pioneer Square, Yesler Terrace, International
District), and New Holly in South Seattle.

South Central New Holly
Census Tract 92 DDI49.0 Census Tract 110.02 DDI 37.5
Census Tract 85 DDI 47.7 Census Tract 110.01 DDI 47.6
Census Tract 91 DDI 53.9
Census Tract 90 DDI 38.8

Households in South Central Seattle and New Holly neighborhoods are significantly less likely to have
internet access in the home. Residents living in these areas also have limited public resources for
accessing the internet.

18

47



@§ Internet for All Seattle Report

Adequacy of Internet

The perceived adequacy of an internet connection is based on two factors:

e The type of internet service—fixed broadband subscription versus cellular data for internet or
free/public access internet. 21% of fixed broadband subscribers say their internet is not fully adequate
versus 34% and 36% for cellular data and free/public access internet.

e Household income correlates with assessment of adequacy of the internet. The higher the household
income, the more likely internet is considered adequate.

Adequacy of Internet Access by Income

Household Income Rarely/Not Adequate Sometimes Adequate
Less than $25,000 30% 15%
$25,000 - $49,999 10% 13%
$50,000 - $ 99,999 5.5% 11%
$100,000 + 2% 11.5%

What are the barriers to internet adoption?

To be able to directly address the gaps in residential broadband, it is important to dive deeper and identify the
factors that contribute to this disparity. According to the 2018 Tech Access Survey, barriers to adopt internet
include cost, lack of computer devices, personal credit issues, and awareness. As a result, twenty-one (21%)
percent of Seattle households with incomes under $25,000 do not have internet access in their place of
residence compared to almost 100% for households making over $50,000. Significantly, research shows that
once a household’s income reaches $50,000, differences in internet access can no longer be explained by income.
The research below further explains the factors that contribute to a lack of residential broadband access before
exploring enrollment into programs designed to promote broadband access within this environment.

Top reasons for the 5% of households who do not have internet in their home

61% Say cost is a primary barrier to obtaining internet access.
30% Don’t have a device to access the internet.

20% Don’t have the credit or deposit requirements.

16% Don’t know how to obtain internet access.

8% Say the internet is too slow and/or unreliable.

8% Don’t trust the internet or technology companies.
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23% of all survey respondents cite the following reasons for
not using the internet more

57% Internet service is too expensive.
34% It is too slow / frustrating / internet does not work well.
26% Service plans from internet service provider are confusing.
18% Not interested or do not need / want to use it.
15% | do not know how to use the internet.
12% | do not have a device to access the internet.

7% | have no time to learn about it or how to use it.

6% | do not like what | would see or read on the internet.

Groups more likely to report barriers to using the internet more

54% Of those living at or below 135% of the Federal Poverty Limit
49% Of Black residents of the city

38% Of older adults (65 years of age or older)

33% Of those living in South Seattle (Council District 2)

31% Of Asian residents of the city

30% Of those who live alone
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Computer Devices and Digital Skills Gap

Internet is one aspect of the overall community digital equity gap to be addressed. Proper computing devices and
digital skills training are equally as important as getting connected to the internet. Seattle and cities across the
country have identified four key elements of digital equity: 1) affordable and sufficient internet, 2) devices
appropriate for all uses, 3) accessible applications and services, and 4) digital skills and tech support delivered in a
culturally competent context. Addressing the digital equity gap requires “intentional strategies and investments to
reduce and eliminate historical, institutional and structural barriers to access and use technology.”**

Internet Devices
affordable & sufficient for all uses

Digital Equity
L ]

that are accessible delivered in culturally competent context

Applications & Services Digital Skills

Significant disparities continue in which households have sufficient devices, particularly laptops which have
become the most robust and flexible device for use at home or on the go. Moreover, lower-income households
are more likely to have to share laptops and other devices. Of those with any internet service at home, 61% of
low-income households, at or below 135% of the federal poverty level, have laptops compared to 94% of
households with incomes $75,000 or higher.

“Many community members have identified that, in addition to access to
internet, access to a computer is one of the biggest barriers they face 14%
regarding digital equity. While some families might have one computer, this is

not sufficient for homeschooling and such when there are several kids in one 80,708
household and more than one working parent that might also need access to a Residents report
computer.” — Alberto Rodriguez who leads the Duwamish Valley Program limited digital

skills.

Skills & Use of Online Services

Digital skills are an important part of increasing residential broadband adoption as well as achieving broader
digital equity goals. More than 14% of our residents report limited digital skills. That number is significantly higher
for some economically disadvantaged groups, those with lower education levels, and limited English speakers. The
research found that almost half of African/African American residents (49%) had below average online skills.

1 From the National Digital Inclusion Alliance definition of digital inclusion and equity, developed with City of Seattle
participation. https://www.digitalinclusion.org/definitions
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Groups with Limited Digital Skills
This segment tends to lack skills or confidence when it comes to technology and the internet.
However, they are not limited by access — they all have internet where they live, and nearly all have a
smart/mobile phone and computer in the household (HH), and they own their devices. Nearly all
purchase their internet service.

Members of racial or ethnic minorities rely on someone else to help access the

0
19% internet.
339% People who live in households where English is not the primary language rely on
0 someone else to help access the internet.
37% Older adults (65+) rely on someone else to help access the internet.
38% People who live in households where there is someone living with a disability rely
0 on someone else to help access the internet.
34% Households with less than $25,000 in annual income rely at least somewhat on
()

others to access the internet.

Seattle Job Initiative — “Essential Employability Skills: Digital Literacy” (March 2020)

The Office of Economic Development developed two reports earlier this year regarding jobs, digital literacy, and
preparing for the network economy. The network economy is heavily dependent on data and there will be a much
higher need for proficiency with data management, analytics, and visualization across fields and occupations. The
following are key excerpts from the reports:

e Individuals need digital access and basic digital literacy to even apply for and obtain entry-level
employment.

e The data is clear: having essential digital skills increases one’s chance of entering the workforce, retaining
employment, and advancing to higher-paying jobs.

e First, most of the change in demand for digital skills (over 90%) is due to an increase in the digital content
of existing jobs. In other words, occupations that scored low on the digital score in 2002 did not
disappear, rather they now require higher levels of digital literacy.

e Second, these same occupations are responsible for the vast majority of the increased demand for digital
skills in the workforce. Many former low-technology jobs now require middle-level digital skills and nearly
all jobs require some digital skills, even entry-level jobs most accessible to those with limited educational
attainment.

e In addition, many jobs that require little to no formal training or education also require essential
computer skills.

e In 2020, there are 110,000 jobs in these sectors that require medium digital skills.

e The mean digital score for the Seattle-Tacoma-Bellevue region rose from 27 in 2002 to 43 in 2016 ranking
the region eighth in the top 15 metro areas by digital score in the U.S. The Digital Score metric estimates
the percentage of tasks in a specific job that are digital and the skill level of those tasks (basic,
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intermediate, or advanced), that can be categorized as low, medium, and high digital skill jobs.

e Recommendation: Policymakers and educators—especially for the adult jobseeker population—need to
focus on computer skills as basic as turning the computer on and off, navigating files and folders, web
browsing, adding e-mail attachments, etc., along with middle skills needed to use standard office software
and occupation-specific software and apps. These are now essential employability skills and are a pre-
requisite to be successful at other job-related skills

Student Internet & Device Gap

Governor Jay Inslee’s emergency order on March 13, 2020 closed all K-12 schools in Washington. With schools
and families managing remote learning, every student must have access to reliable internet and computing
devices. At the start of remote learning, Seattle Schools pivoted to provide a 1:1 device program for all grades and
sponsored internet service for those in need. Seattle Public Schools (SPS) have distributed 26,000 devices to
students and over 2,300 internet hotspot devices and sponsored internet accounts. They expect to have an
additional 15,000 devices distributed by the end of September. For devices, students in Kindergarten through
second are provided iPads and grades 3-12 are provided laptops. Students may use their own devices if they have
them and SPS initial projections are that 15-20% of students in grades 9-12 and 10% of students in grades K-8 will
not need school issued devices. Students also have the 9,000 Chromebooks that were provided by Amazon.
Support for personal devices is limited. The District projects that 8400 laptops will need to be refreshed in the
next 3 years. The student laptops are $500-700 dollars each so the cost would be as much as $4.2M-5.88M. All
allocated student device money has been spent and these funds are not currently earmarked in the levy and
would need to come from elsewhere.

Seattle Schools has addressed student internet needs through a combination of providing mobile hotspots and
assisting families with fixed cable broadband service, primarily through the Comcast Internet Essentials program.
SPS has provided 425 Comcast service sponsor (promo) codes, directed 60 families to Wave for sponsored service,
and distributed 1108 Mobile Beacon Coolpad hotspots, according to data compiled by SPS on September 11. Just
in the new school year period of September 1%:-11*", they distributed 481 hotspots and 156 Comcast Internet
Essentials sponsor codes. Since schools closed in March, they distributed 835 Verizon hotspots to be used to
complete the school year and summer programs and have distributed some this fall. SPS continues to look at a
variety of options to extend internet access to its students, including the provision of hotpots, Mobile Beacon
Coolpads, and partnerships with internet service providers. SPS reports that they are currently responding to 10-
15 hotspot requests per day. Sign-up events were held at some schools through the summer to enroll students
and provide tech support. Now schools are transitioning enrollment to a combination of school-based assistance
and tech support centers.

Additionally, they are providing Wi-Fi repeaters for those who express a need for extended coverage in their
home. SPS verifies sponsorship, but families still need to complete applications with Comcast or Wave. SPS
initially targeted hotspots for housing insecure students (McKinney-Vento), but found a need to expand this to
those in the Wave area, for larger households for whom the 25/3Mbps cable broadband program connections
may not be sufficient, and other reasons, including those likely to move frequently or those who are not eligible
for the Comcast program. It was also found that some students in shelters were relying on Wi-Fi provided by the
shelter and these were set-up only for one or two activity rooms, with better coverage needed in additional
activity and sleeping rooms. A higher demand for hotspots has been evident leading into the school startup from
families that were having challenges signing up for service or needed to get students connected before
installations could be scheduled. Both the Comcast and Wave low-income programs have requirements for
students/families to be free or reduced lunch eligible or qualify for other public assistance programs such as
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Housing Assistance, Medicaid, SNAP or SSI. For Comcast, a household cannot have subscribed to Comcast Internet
within the last 90 days and there are limitations if you have outstanding debt less than one year old. Currently,
Comcast sends an installation package with their modem and Wave schedules a technician visit to ensure the
service is installed and operational.

Both the Comcast and Wave low-income program cost $9.95 per month plus taxes and fees. The hotspot service is
approximately $11-15 per month plus the cost of the modem ($60-100); specific cost varies depending on what
agreement is available. Seattle Schools sees the need to continue sponsored internet to ensure students can
participate in school. They have committed to a year of service on the hotspots, are ordering more, and are
looking at cost and provider options. It will be critical to ensure families that they will have internet through the
school year and address potential cost burdens on the families if the sponsorship lapses. The Washington State
Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) has allocated $8.8 million statewide which will reimburse
districts at the cable broadband program rate and/or provide sponsored accounts with providers. Details for this
are still forthcoming.

Seattle Public Schools is opening with these mitigations and will closely monitor for at least the first 8 weeks of
school. They will assess need to determine whether to continue beyond that. These locations provide hotspot,
laptop and SPS device support, support with remote learning software (e.g., Seesaw, Schoology) and other
educational resources, general technology resource information, and support with translation software (Microsoft
translator, Talking Points, Linguistica) and additional English Language instructional support. Students and families
can also call the school’s tech support line at 206-252-0100 (Monday -Friday, 7:30 a.m. —4:00 p.m.) or email
laptops@seattleschools.org with any questions. They have seen high initial volumes of requests and are looking at
additional use of volunteers to help with the centers and support requests. SPS is in discussion with sea.citi about
continuing to provide additional volunteer support. SPS has also built out their online technology resources
information, including how-to guides, and instructional videos in multiple languages. They have indicated a need
to further develop these materials and promote their use.

FCC E-Rate Program for Schools:

The FCC’s E-Rate program provides discounts for telecommunications and internet access to eligible
schools and libraries. Seattle Public Schools qualifies to receive a 60% discount on eligible services.
Because the majority of students are remote learning due to COVID-19, advocacy groups are
petitioning changes to the E-Rate program to include home broadband connectivity for low-income
student households. The legislative rationale is students are not in school right now but at home,
therefore, the funds should be eligible to support home broadband for students. The FCC rule
prohibiting schools and libraries to essentially share the Wi-Fi to surrounding neighborhoods has
been temporarily waived in response to COVID-19.

Seattle Public Schools Needs Assessments and Surveys during COVID-19

Tracking the actual number of Seattle Schools’ students needing internet and devices has been challenging and
brought to light that there has not been a structure in place to ensure this is collected for every student. SPS is
running a new “Tech Check” in September where teachers and staff are asking students about their technology
status. The greater number of students and family members simultaneously doing video conferencing during
COVID-19 has also surfaced the need to gauge and address adequate bandwidth. There will be additional data
coming from the back-to-school Tech Check. The most recent estimates of internet need were contained in the
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August SPS Home Digital Access Data report for the Washington State Office of the Superintendent of Public

Instruction.
# of Enrolled Adequate Internet for | Inadequate Internet
Grade Level
Students Remote Learning for Remote Learning Internet

26,920 22,882 1346 2607

6-8 12,229 10,395 611 1544

9-12 14,878 12,646 743 1949

Total 54,027 45,923 2700 6100

While this data is only an estimate, it indicates at least 8800 students still need adequate, reliable internet.

Seattle Public Schools (SPS) also conducted two surveys to assess internet access and device availability for its
students during the COVID-19 remote learning period. Unfortunately, level of reliability is limited on both reports.
Due to the significant variation between the two (SPS) surveys, and contrasted by findings from the 2018
Technology Access and Adoption Study and 2020 King County Broadband Access Study that report 98% of
households with child(ren) who attend Seattle Public Schools have internet access, a precise disparity assessment
of Seattle is not represented here based on available data.

e Seattle Public Schools Remote Learning Stakeholder Survey (May 2020): Seattle Public Schools invited all
families, educators, school leaders, and central office staff to participate in stakeholder surveys to better
understand continuous remote learning. SPS included the following note as part of the survey results:

“The survey data summarized here is reflective of the subset of SPS stakeholders who opted to participate
in the surveys and does not equitably represent the views of the total population of SPS. Respondents were
overrepresented by white families and families from schools with lower percentages of students receiving
Free and Reduced Lunch (FRL). Families from elementary schools also responded at a higher rate. Black
families, Hispanic/Latino families, and families of students attending schools with a high percentage
receiving FRL are under-represented in the survey data. The full report does however include fully
disaggregated survey results that reveal important group differences by race/ethnicity, income (FRL), and
grade band (elementary school, middle school, high school).”

15,542 total responses from SPS families (SPS total enrollment is 53,627 students)
3,247 total responses from SPS educators (SPS employs a total of 5,809 educators)
64 total responses from SPS school leaders

95 total responses from SPS central office staff

24 interviews with the Remote Learning Steering Committee and Small Cabinet

96% of students have reliable internet or accessing through a smartphone.

2300 student households classified as homeless.

99% of students have reliable tablet, laptop, or computer.
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e Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction Survey (OSPI) (May 2020): OSPI required districts to
complete a survey regarding the services they are providing during school closures. The questions related
to internet access and computer devices asked for estimates from the districts. The following percentages
were provided by SPS to OSPI in May.

25% do not have a device (owned or loaned) adequate for online learning.

25% do not have sufficient internet for real-time video online learning.

e Student Engagement Data: According to data from Seattle Public Schools, between March and June, only
48% of kindergarten through fifth graders logged into Schoology, the district’s learning management
where teachers post assighments and announcements.

Sea.citi’s Navigating the Digital Divide (July 2020) provides additional information on the gaps in skills and use
of online service for Seattle Public Schools families: A recent report produced by sea.citi provided the following
insights for computer and technical issues experienced by 391 Seattle Public Schools families during remote
learning®? in Spring 2020. After Amazon donated nearly 9,000 laptops to area families to support remote learning,
sea.citi, a network of tech and innovation companies, drove the creation of the Family Tech Support Center
(FTSC)—a public-private partnership between sea.citi, Seattle Public Schools (SPS), Alliance for Education, and
technology companies.

Over the course of eight weeks, from May to mid-June, the Family Tech Support Center fielded approximately
2,500 calls, making 631 unique contacts with families through direct inbound and outbound calls to the FTSC.
Outreach calls were made to an additional 997 families who received a donated laptop and whose children attend
the district’s highest-needs schools. Sea.citi oversaw a critical service need by providing a free, tech-support
phone line to help SPS families with computer questions. At that time, approximately 300 calls were answered by
more than 100 volunteers, many of whom were from the tech industry. FTSC ended normal operations on the last
day of school (June 18).

The challenges were categorized into the following groups: 1) Access, 2) Setup, 3) Hardware Issues, 4) School
Applications, 5) Communications, 6) General Applications, 7) No Computer, and 8) Connectivity. The following
issues highlight the problems experienced by 391 families:

e Digital literacy support must be comprehensive and not take basic measures for granted.

e Technology tools from the district were often unfamiliar to families.

e True tech support issues were often complicated by other in-home complexities.

e Platforms used for content delivery created unexpected barriers.

e Decentralized education and multi-channel tech support made navigating challenges difficult.

e Established communication channels are less effective when divorced from in-person interactions at
school buildings.

Sea.citi’s report concluded, “Based on the operations of FTSC and available data, it is reasonable to state that
providing only laptops and internet access to students will not result in consistent and equitable learning,
especially for low-income students or students of color... Providing solutions to internet connectivity does not

12 https://seaciti.org/wp-content/uploads/2020/07/SPSFTSCP July142020.pdf
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ensure that families will seek out these services, nor that families can adapt to remote learning... Solutions to these
challenges must be developed by those most impacted by them and cannot rest solely with the school district.”

“Dig Once” Policy & Implementation

The IFA gap includes consideration of the City of Seattle’s “Dig Once” policy and its implementation. The
resolutions states, “consumer advocates report up to 90% of the cost of building out broadband infrastructure can
be saved by following “dig-once” policies ensuring fiberoptic conduit is included whenever the City is undergoing
construction in the public right-of-way or utility space.”

The City’s policy defining the standards and procedures for pavement construction and ensuring the City’s assets
are restored appropriately is officially 15.32.050 — Coordinating projects and deferring construction in our Seattle
Municipal Code. SMC Chapter 15.32 was updated in 2016 through Ordinance 125149. The ordinance included a
number of changes, but most significantly: 1) required planned projects to be entered into the Seattle
Department of Transportation (SDOT) right-of-way management system; 2) increased the membership of the
Utility Coordinating Committee to also include Seattle Parks and Recreation, Seattle Department of Information
Technology, Seattle Department of Construction and Inspections and representatives from utilities that construct,
maintain or operate in the public place; and 3) increased the pavement opening moratorium from three to five
years. All agencies performing work in the right-of-way that is planned at least six months in advance by law (SMC
15.32.050) must enter their project information into the SDOT dotMaps application.

SDOT’s right-of-way management system aims to help facilitate construction and minimize the frequency of street
openings and disruption to neighborhoods and businesses. There are currently 2,667 “active” or “merged”
projects in the dotMaps application. Among the 2,667 projects, 1,206 are considered overlapping—at the same
place at the same time. There are additional opportunities for coordination with 1,792 of these projects occurring
on the same block but at different scheduled times. In 2019, telecommunication companies accounted for 1,190
applications or 6% of all total applications.

Moving forward, SDOT is in the process of updating the enterprise right-of-way management system. The new
system will launch in November 2020 and will collect more comprehensive information, including data for conduit
installation. As part of the Action Plan, Seattle IT will work with SDOT to review implementation of the “Project
and Construction Coordination (SMC 15.32.050)” policy to promote inclusion of conduit and fiber to provide more
access to communications-enabling infrastructure.
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Lessons Learned

In developing the report, we are closely monitoring other cities and drawing on innovative programs and
strategies around the country. Since COVID-19, with greater interest from the private sector, philanthropic
organizations, and community groups—cities have recently announced initiatives to further advance digital equity
for all residents. Home broadband traffic has increased approximately 20 to 40 percent since the start of COVID-
193, As part of the research process, we reviewed the digital equity plans for other major cities and the extensive
amount of reports examining broadband and municipal fiber systems. The following content and information for
this section are presented in the following subsections:

1) What is the state of the internet infrastructure in the U.S.? 0
2) Recent News from Other Cities
80%
3) Digital Equity Plan Review and Takeaways U.S. Households
with Broadband
4) Broadband and Municipal Fiber Broadband System Reports

What is the state of the internet infrastructure in the U.S.?

The high capital costs to deploy infrastructure and the required revenues leads most markets to be served by one
or two ISPs. The limited consumer options for fixed broadband is the typical environment throughout the country
with three out of four Americans having access to only one broadband provider offering speeds of at least 25
Mbps. Additionally, internet advocacy groups will point to the high prices for top-tier speeds, lack of infrastructure
upgrades, “tier-flattening,” and price increases as a result of the lack of competition and regulation. In 2015, the
Federal Communications Commission (FCC) changed the standard of broadband internet from 4 Mbps to 25 Mbps
downstream and 3 Mbps upstream. Last year, advocacy groups urged the FCC to update the speed standard to at
least 100 Mbps. The FCC has estimated that it would cost an estimated $80 billion for a one-time fix to deliver
broadband to everyone in the U.S. The following are statements expressing a contrast of opinion on the state of
broadband in America and closing the broadband gap.

Former Chair of the FCC Tom Wheeler (May 2020): “Tens of millions of Americans do not have access to or
cannot afford quality internet service. The United States has an internet access problem, especially in rural
areas. The existing program to extend broadband has become a corporate entitlement for incumbent
telephone companies. At the same time, the United States has an internet affordability problem. Too many
low-income Americans cannot afford broadband internet access... The solution to universal broadband in
America is not to patch the old program, but to throw it out. The program now in place was designed for a
telephone-oriented world, not the internet economy.”

Information Technology & Innovation Foundation (July 2020): “The historic COVID-19 pandemic offers a
unique opportunity for policymakers to examine the successes and failures of the nation’s broadband
system...The jump in demand has seen peak traffic roughly 20 to 30 percent higher than before the pandemic...
the increase in broadband traffic was within the anticipated growth in demand operators could already
accommodate...with virtually no drop in performance. Nonetheless, the COVID-19 pandemic also amplified
some glaring failures with U.S. broadband policy. A persistent digital divide continues to mean not everyone is
connected, whether it be due to a lack of infrastructure in rural, uneconomic areas, or a variety of adoption
hurdles throughout the country. This evidence from the pandemic should galvanize policymakers and civil
society to shift the conversation toward productive gap filling, rather than continuing the tired old debates
around issues such as net neutrality and municipal broadband.”

13 https://www?2.telegeography.com/network-impact
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Recent News from Other Cities

Even as the nation’s first Google Fiber City, the Kansas City Council adopted a resolution® in June 2020 directing
the City Manager to develop and implement public-private partnerships to effectuate digital equity for residents,
students and small businesses in Kansas City, Missouri. Similar to the Internet for All Resolution, the City Manager
will report to the City Council on the progress of the implementation of this effort no later than September 1,
2020 regarding the following three objectives: 1) Are able to subscribe to reasonably priced, reduced-cost or free
internet and/or wireless services providing not less than the Federal Communications Commission’s (“FCC”)
broadband definition of 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps upload speeds; 2) Have access to free and/or low-cost
personal computers, laptops, tablets and related hardware; and 3) Have access to training, education and
technical support necessary to achieve economic mobility through distance learning, remote work, and
entrepreneurship.

In early July, New York City announced an investment of $157 million to address digital equity and internet for
600,000 underserved residents—the largest sum made at the city level nationwide. New York City’s Internet
Master Plan Report revealed that 18% of households do not have a home internet or mobile internet connection
with 40% of NYC residents only having internet access on their phones or at home, not both.

Another major city, Chicago, announced the Chicago Connected program to provide free internet service to
100,000 students in their households for a minimum of four years. The program is estimated to cost $50 million
with the initial funding coming from philanthropic partners and CARES Act funding. According to a report, about 1
in 5 Chicago students lacks broadband access in their home.®

In Baltimore, where 2 in 5 households® do not have a wireline internet service, organizations are banding
together to close the digital divide. The Baltimore Digital Equity Coalition brings together over 50 organizations
representing nonprofits, parents and teachers, foundations, school leaders, and government. In May 2020, the
Abell Foundation released a report documenting the significant digital divide in Baltimore with recommendations
to increase access. Grassroot efforts are also underway with one project bringing internet to unconnected
households one roof at a time. Project Waves is providing free internet through internet access points on
rooftops. Referred to as a community internet service provider, it aims to connect 350 households by the end of
2020. Project Waves recently received grants from the Abell Foundation and the National Science Foundation.

In 2019, the City of San Jose announced the Digital Inclusion Fund with the goal of connecting 50,000 households
over the next 10 years. The $24 million program includes public funding through 5G small cell usage fees and will
need to raise private funding.

FCC Small Cell Order Appeal:

On August 12, 2020, the 9th Circuit Court rejected local governments’ challenge to the
FCC’s Small Cell orders. The Court upheld the FCC’s limiting of small cell pole attachment
fees to a municipalities’ costs, the application of federal shot clocks to non-zoning permits,
and a ban on any moratoria on wireless deployments.

14 Kansas City Legislation #200411
15 Digital Equity in Education in the Coronavirus Era — Kids First Chicago | Metropolitan Planning Council April 2020
16 https://www.abell.org/publications/baltimores-digital-divide-gaps-internet-connectivity-and-impact-low-income-city
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In San Antonio, 38 percent of households have no fixed internet connection with some high schools seeing as
much as 75% of students living in households without internet. As part of the mid-year budget review in June, San
Antonio is investing $27 million from CARES ACT funding to build out infrastructure to ensure students are
connected. The first pilot in the Connected Beyond the Classroom program is a point to multi-point wireless
connection system built around a high school and will cover 16 square miles and six neighborhoods. The plan will
connect to the city’s fiber network and provide at-home equipment for households to connect to the wireless
signal rather than hotspot devices—proposed as a longer-term and more cost-effective solution. Elected officials
in San Antonio stressed that the project to connect students does not compete with private providers and the City
would not itself be providing the internet.

In July, the City of Chattanooga, Hamilton County Schools, and the broadband division of Electric Power Board
announced a partnership to provide free internet access to 17,700 households with students on the free or
reduced lunch program. The HCS EdConnect initiative will cost $8.2 million and the program will connect more
than 32,000 students with 100 Mbps symmetrical speeds.

Digital Equity Plan Review and Takeaways

Seattle is part of a select group of cities that have been recognized as a “National Digital Inclusion Trailblazer.”
Initiated by the National Digital Inclusion Alliance (NDIA) in 2016, 15 cities across America have been designated
with this distinction in promoting digital literacy and broadband access for underserved residents. The
“Trailblazer” cities serve as models for other local governments to tackle digital equity and inclusion efforts.
Seattle has been recognized as a Trailblazer city since the NDIA began recognizing them. The other current 14
cities are: San Francisco, Austin, Boston, Chattanooga, Long Beach, Portland, San Antonio, District of Columbia,
Louisville, Provo, Salt Lake City, Detroit, New York City, and Kansas City. The majority of these cities, like Seattle,
have digital equity and inclusion plans, conduct survey research, allocate funding for programs, and are taking
steps to improve the affordability issue of broadband service. Appendix F contains an inventory of all the
proposed actions in the digital equity plans for the cities.

In reviewing the digital equity and inclusion plans for the 15 “Trailblazer” cities with over 110 total items, the
following actions and recommendations were grouped into 12 common categories: 1) Internet Access, 2)
Awareness, 3) Devices, 4) Digital Skills, 5) Digital Equity Fund, 6) Community Engagement, 7) Evaluation, 8) Digital
Inclusion Coalition, 9) Inventory and Mapping, 10) Partnerships, 11) Advocacy and Policy, and 12) Digital Economy.
Additionally, in conjunction with other reports and news from across the country to improve broadband adoption,
the following common threads were identified, especially for cities striving to close the remaining gap. The
recurring takeaways closely aligns with our proposed strategies and actions.

e Prioritize residents with lower incomes.

e Build awareness to ensure that all residents know about resources (low-income or free internet sources,
devices, and digital skills training).

e Increase Wi-Fi access in strategic areas to reach the underserved population.
e Leverage all forms of wireless technologies to bridge gaps in internet access.
e Device programs to increase the number of families that can buy or receive free donated devices are

equally as important as getting connected to the internet.
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e Ensure digital literacy skills training programs are accessible and available. Providing digital skills training,
technical assistance, and in-language support increases the likelihood of internet adoption.

e Adoption of low-cost internet services require reduction of sign-up barriers, community outreach and
engagement with trusted community representatives/organizations, and sign-up facilitation.

e Develop local broadband mapping tool—incorporating local broadband access and adoption mapping and
data metric tools with other equity tracking data to analyze access and adoption issues and measure
progress.

e Spur strategic partnerships for affordable, high-quality internet access.
e Partner closely with digital equity non-profits and volunteer groups.
e Establish central leadership and accountability for digital equity.

e Advocate for consumer protection and digital equity funding at the national level.

Additional Project & Plan Review Information
San Francisco, California:

A decade ago, the city of San Francisco leveraged 170 miles of existing fiber to create the Community Broadband
Network. The City became its own ISP, providing wireless broadband to low-income households in partnership
with non-profits and Internet Archive. The Community Broadband Network provides Wi-Fi at 38 Housing
Authority sites, 24 Senior Technology Centers, and a number of non-profit run sites that serve low-income
populations. The City also worked closely with digital equity non-profits and volunteer network consultants.

In 2018, San Francisco started the Fiber to Housing program to provide free, high-speed internet to low-income
households by leveraging existing municipal fiber resources and private sector partnerships. The program is a
collaboration between the City and County of San Francisco’s Department of Technology, the Mayor’s Office of
Housing and Community Development, and Monkeybrains, one of the local internet service providers. In 2019,
the City connected over 1,500 low-income families with free internet and is on course to provide internet to 1,600
more households in 2020. The free internet is delivered through fiber-optic and ethernet cabling in the affordable
housing unit and through an open Wi-Fi network.

Seattle’s Existing Fiber Assets

Over the past 20 years, Seattle worked collaboratively with King County, the University of
Washington, and neighboring cities to construct extensive publicly-owned fiber optics to connect
public facilities in the City and county—bringing together a consortium of 20 public entities that
share ownership, responsibility, and use of the fiber. This approach was innovative, efficient, and
revolutionary, enabling cost savings relative to leased circuits and much higher bandwidths.

However, the current agreement and setup is not conducive to private sector use of the assets,
which was not considered at the time the collaboration began. Though the City owns substantial
fiber, challenges arise about which assets can be used for non-public purposes and multiple agencies

control various parts of the assets.
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New York City, New York:

New York City’s LinkNYC Project: In 2012, New York City issued an RFP to reimagine the thousands of
phone booths across New York City’s five boroughs as Wi-Fi hotspots. The result was a city partnership
with a consortium of tech companies called CityBridge, a public-private partnership replacing the
payphones with fiber-connected LinkNYC hotspot kiosks. CityBridge would generate revenue through
advertisement on the terminals, guaranteeing the city at least $500 million over the 12-year franchise
agreement. The buildout parameters included the city providing sidewalk real estate and access to the
underground conduit in exchange for tech companies designing, installing and maintaining the hotspot
terminals, and connecting them to the fiber network.

The majority of people using the kiosk to access free Wi-Fi are not physically near the terminal, but
instead sign on to the LinkNYC hotspot network with their own device from up to 150 feet away. The
kiosks provide speeds up to 300 Mbps and with each terminal having a fiber connection, bandwidth can
scale based on demand growth. The kiosks support hundreds of Wi-Fi users at a time and are equipped
with Hotspot 2.0 technology, allowing users with Hotspot 2.0 enabled devices to automatically connect to
nearby hotspots and have automatically encrypted browsing.

At the time of the 2017 case study, the report stated the LinkNYC consortium had figured out a way to use
advertising revenue to subsidize an extensive, free Wi-Fi network. Sidewalk Labs, a subsidiary of Google,
operates the kiosks. While the information collected is anonymous, the system collects data points for
devices that connects to the network, allowing companies to provide targeted advertisement. The study
stated, “Cities will be able to choose whether or not to include advertising, but if they do, Sidewalk Labs
will install the screens, place the ads and split the estimated $60,000 in annual ad revenue from each
kiosk with partnering cities. If Sidewalk’s financial predications are accurate, ad-enabled kiosks can
become revenue positive for cities in just two years.”

As of March 2020, reports indicate the project is financially delinquent. The plan envisioned 7,500 hotspot
kiosks, but only 1,800 kiosks have been installed with installations stopping in 2018. The thousands of
remaining kiosks that have not been installed were meant to provide service to low-income
neighborhoods. In a testimony, the commissioner for New York City’s Department of Information
Technology and Telecommunications stated the city may consider suing to enforce terms of the contract,
with CityBridge paying $2.6 million of the $32.3 million owed in 2019 and none of the $43.7 million owed
for 2020, despite collecting $105 million from advertising. The dispute between the city and the
consortium has unfolded publicly, with CityBridge denying the narrative and stating they have
encountered problems with installation largely due to the rules and bureaucracy of the city. Link also
provides kiosk networks in Philadelphia (LinkPHL) and Newark (LinkNWK).

New York City’s Internet Master Plan was noted earlier with the news of a $157 million investment to
connect underserved residents with internet. Among all the plans reviewed, New York City’s plan released
January 2020 stands out in scope and vision. Citywide, 18% of residents or 1.5 million New Yorkers have
neither a mobile connection nor home broadband connection. The plan is a decades-long focus on more
equitable internet and network expansion throughout the five boroughs. The following are key excerpts
from the plan:

“Based on the data and analyses contained in this Master Plan, the City has determined that universal
broadband calls for an open access fiber optic infrastructure built out to nearly every street intersection
with an aggregation point in every neighborhood. Leveraging City real estate assets and public rights-of-
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way will allow network operators to extend fiber optic infrastructure from the intersection to a pole or
building and deliver service using any of a number of potential technologies. This new infrastructure will
support the rapid and equitable deployment of multiple choices for service.”

“It will prioritize and optimize “open access” or “neutral host” infrastructure, which can be shared by
multiple operators to lower costs, increase competition, minimize physical disruption to the city, and
incentivize private-sector investments to reach and serve customers.”

“The planned infrastructure, were it to be built entirely new throughout the whole city and rely on the
open access conduit system in Manhattan and in the Bronx, is estimated to cost 52.1 billion. The Master
Plan prioritizes infrastructure development for neighborhoods that have low levels of commercial fiber
service and where new construction opens the way for new providers and services.”

“This fiber network will be overlaid with a neutral radio access network capable of providing mobile
wireless service throughout every neighborhood... The Master Plan prioritizes mobile wireless
infrastructure in low-income areas where New Yorkers are most dependent on mobile service, as well as in
areas where commercial broadband deployment is already placing the greatest burden on City assets.”

“Currently, the entirely private model is the status quo in New York City. Private companies that wish to
provide internet service build out their own networks. On the other end of the spectrum, the entirely public
model would require the City to function as a municipal ISP, providing all network infrastructure and
operations, to the exclusion of private investment. Between the two extremes lies a series of delivery
models that are described as public-private partnerships (P3). Two main models of public-private
partnership that lead to long-term public ownership of infrastructure are Revenue Opportunities and
Operating Contracts.”

e NYC Mesh: The community-driven project started in 2012 with the goal of building a large scale,
decentralized digital network using wireless mesh technology. The neutral network system works by
having wireless routers on rooftops connecting with other nodes to form a network. The NYC Mesh map
shows a total of 505 nodes, 54 hubs, and 2 supernodes. Other cities with community wireless mesh
networks include Philadelphia, Baltimore, Pittsburgh, Detroit, Portland, St. Louis, Houston, and Seattle.

Kansas City, Missouri:

The public-private partnership Wi-Fi system in Kansas City is more limited in scope compared to the LinkNYC
project. In 2016, Kansas City, Sprint, and Cisco announced free public Wi-Fi to Kansas City’s 2.2-mile streetcar line
and a fiber network along the corridor to support the city’s Internet of Things (loT) sensors. The city provided
utility power, access to right-of-ways, fiber optic cable, and equipment and backhaul capabilities to Cisco. Cisco
sublicensed some of these assets to build out the Wi-Fi network in the downtown corridor and Sprint shared the
capacity of the network with the city in exchange. The city uses the bandwidth capacity for free public Wi-Fi,
internet enabled kiosks, and the installation of IoT sensors on streetlights, cameras for public safety, and water
and trash monitoring sensors.

In 2011, Kansas City was the first location to receive Google Fiber service and in response incumbent ISPs
provided faster speeds and competitive pricing. Google Fiber provides one giga-bit-per-second speeds at
approximately $70 per month. Because of Google’s entry, customers benefited from the additional private
competition but only about 80 percent of Kansas City is covered by Google Fiber. A 2015 NPR article pointed to
some Kansas City neighborhoods where only one in five households had any type of internet connection and
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Google Fiber was not available in some low-income housing projects. The city and community organizations
looked at other options for low-income neighborhoods by using millimeter wave (mmWave) wireless technology
to extend the reach of existing fiber backbone in order to provide free high-speed service to residences covering
three to four square miles. The mmWave radios serve as the wireless backhaul from the main fiber lines and
works well as point-to-point on top of buildings. From there, the connection is distributed through the local area
network system in the building or Wi-Fi Access Points. The Urban Neighborhood Initiative has coordinated most of
the effort with a minimal role by the City. Kansas City hopes to apply similar setups in other underserved areas if
the pilot is successful.

Anacortes, WAY: Anacortes (population approximately 18,000) is the first city in Washington'® to become an ISP
(called ‘Access’ Anacortes Fiber Internet), and the first city in North America to deliver high-speed internet
through its system of water lines. In 2018, the Anacortes City Council adopted Resolution 2013, outlining the
Council’s vision to build a municipal fiber optic internet system and prepare a business plan. Included in the
budget for 2019-2020 was funding for a $3 million, two-year pilot project in three areas of the City covering 1000
buildings. Additional funding would be sought in future years to expand the network in the city if the three pilot
locations demonstrated the feasibility of the project’s financial, technical, and logistical framework. Delivering
FTTP to the entire community of 5,500 utility customers will cost approximately $15 million and will take until
2023 to construct.

Anacortes calculated that a 35% take-rate, or 1,925 premises, will provide sufficient revenue to meet their

goals. As of July 2020, 6-months into deployment, the overall take-rate is 16.5% for the municipal internet service.
The city estimates it will take about 15-20 years to recover costs. The service will cost residential customers $39
per month for 100 megabit-per-second service and $69 for gigabit speeds. Businesses will pay $89 or $149 per
month for those speeds.

Support for the system grew from the fact that businesses and residents had few options for internet access and
wanted access to more reliable connections and faster upload speeds. Neither Comcast (cable lines) and Frontier
(copper DSL lines) were interested in upgrading their infrastructures to improve service quality and Anacortes
searched for other private sector providers to improve connectivity in the community. After considering the
financial situation and the desires of the community, Anacortes decided the better option was to offer services
directly to the public. The city had constructed a fiber optic network linking its water treatment plant, wastewater
treatment plant, and the various pump stations and other facilities to support the water and wastewater utilities
for the purpose of telemetry and control of utility systems. With the finding that businesses and residents had an
existing need for internet access at symmetric gigabit or higher speeds, the city proceeded with a city-owned
fiber-optic-based network to promote competition among internet service providers that could both provide low-
cost connectivity options for those with low incomes and offer commercial and residential customers connectivity
options superior to existing choices. The city looked at potential federal grants but would not qualify because
available speeds in the city meet the FCC's defined broadband speeds of 25 Mbps download and 3 Mbps upload.

While Anacortes’ municipal internet solution is compelling, it is not a good model for Seattle given our already
competitive internet service environment and private-sector networks capable of offering gigabit service levels
across the City.

Chattanooga, Tennessee: The official utility is called the Electric Power Board of Chattanooga (EPB), providing
electric and internet service for Chattanooga and other nearby cities. Promoted as “Gig City”, Chattanooga has
received the most notoriety for a municipal FTTP system of significant size. EPB Fiber Optics service began in 2009

17 https://www.anacorteswa.gov/436/Fiber-Project-Background
18 https://www.cityofanacortes.org/1105/Fiber-News-Updates
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and now serves over 100,000 customers on its 9,000-mile fiber optics network. It has gone through the legal
tribulations when it successfully petitioned the FCC in 2015 to preempt state municipal broadband laws, which
was appealed and then overturned by the courts in 2016. However, Chattanooga is not a financial template that
cities can follow unless federal funding is made available to cities. The planning costs was financed by a $50
million loan from EPB’s electric power operations; $220 million in local revenue bonds was financed for
construction; and the project received $111.5 million in federal stimulus from the U.S. Department of Energy to
promote the deployment of smart grids. Applying the cash-flow positive rate of $2 million from 2010 to 2014, the
project cost would be repaid in 412 years.

Tacoma, Washington: On April 1, 2020, the Click! Network transferred operational control to Rainier Connect.
While the City of Tacoma retains ownership of the network, Rainier Connect will now provide video and
broadband services. The November 2019 news release approving the agreement with Rainier Connect stated,
“The 21-year-old retail cable TV and wholesale internet service has not been a financially viable enterprise for the
City for several years. Over the last few years, Tacoma Public Utilities staff and policymakers have engaged in
extensive public outreach to get input on policy goals and have conducted considerable due diligence reviewing
multiple business models to inform their decision to pursue a public-private partnership that would retain and
maintain the Click! Network.”

Additionally, in 2019, the City of Tacoma won an appeal in a lawsuit by ratepayers who argued Tacoma Power
funds have illegally subsidized Click, the city’s internet and cable network. The City Attorney’s office said in a
statement, “The Court of Appeals ruled today that prior use of Tacoma Power revenues to support Click! Cable TV
and internet services was lawful. ... Although the City is pleased with the decision, the plaintiffs may seek review of
the decision by the State Supreme Court and if that court accepts review the litigation will continue.” The Judge
ruling against the majority decision stated Click loses about $5 million a year?®.

Broadband and Municipal Fiber Broadband System Reports

There are hundreds of reports and sites regarding America’s broadband infrastructure and research into
municipal broadband systems. Two recent reports by the Congressional Research Service?® and Benton Institute
for Broadband and Society?! highlights local approaches to address the digital divide and an agenda for this
decade to connect our entire nation. Respectively, the two recently released reports in April 2020 and October
2019 are titled “Selected State and Local Approaches as Potential Models for Federal Initiatives to Address the
Digital Divide” and “Broadband for America’s Future: A Vision for the 2020s.” The Congressional Research Service
report describes the following approaches that may serve as models for future federal broadband initiatives: 1)
Broadband infrastructure deployment, 2) Public-private partnerships for broadband buildout, 3) Leveraging
existing infrastructure assets, 4) Broadband adoption fund, 5) Broadband mapping, 6) Broadband Feasibility, 7)
Digital Equity and digital inclusion, 8) Gigabit broadband initiatives, and 9) Homework gap. The Benton Institute
for Broadband and Society sets a new national broadband agenda focused on four areas: 1) Advancing Broadband
Deployment, 2) Promoting Broadband Competition, 3) Encouraging Broadband Adoption, and 4) The Special Role
of Community Anchor Institutions. These reports serve as important resources in comparing our strategies and
agenda with the policy recommendations occurring at the national level.

19 http://www.courts.wa.gov/opinions/pdf/D2%2051695-1-11%20Unpublished%200pinion.pdf
20 https://crsreports.congress.gov/product/pdf/R/R46307
2L https://www.benton.org/publications/broadband-policy2020s
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Municipal Fiber Broadband System

The Institute for Local Self-Reliance tracks community broadband networks throughout the country??. There are
63 municipal networks serving 125 communities with a publicly owned fiber-to-the-premise (FTTP) network. The
majority of municipal FTTP networks are small in terms of total population. There is no comparable FTTP
municipal broadband system that have been deployed that is similar to Seattle’s geography and population of
747,300 and 351,503 households. Given Seattle’s robust infrastructure, and the cost prohibitive nature of a
municipal broadband system—this is not a recommended strategy, especially in light of the City’s financial
pressures.

Municipal fiber network speeds start at 100 Mbps, with the capacity for 1 Gbps symmetrical and 10 Gbps. The
buildout of FTTP system occurs over many years and the research reveals many projects are not completely
citywide. Municipal broadband systems employ several different service models. Many branch off from the
existing electric power utility—providing both power and internet and a smart grid as part of its infrastructure
upgrade. Some states prohibit the direct sale of retail broadband service to residents and as a result, while the
system is owned by the city, private ISPs provide the retail services. Washington State has several Public Utility
Districts (PUD) that provide a hybrid public/private municipal broadband network. Given Washington State law,
the PUD is publicly owned, but private Internet Service Providers provide the retail services. This municipal
wholesale and ISP retail service model is also used in states without regulations.

In Seattle, the feasibility of the City providing 1 Gigabit-per-second (Gbps), data-only service to residences and
businesses was most recently considered in the 2015 Municipal Broadband Feasibility Study. Seattle’s market and
broadband infrastructure was compared to other cities that have attempted municipal broadband. The report
highlighted the City of Chattanooga, one of the most widely cited successful municipal broadband examples,
which received nearly one-third of all capital build-out costs from the federal government. However, this federal
funding is no longer available to municipalities for this purpose.

Assessing the financial feasibility of the City of Seattle building and sustaining a municipal fiber network, the City
Budget Office found that, “While a municipal broadband system is an exciting prospect, it would not be prudent
to pursue a business model that relies solely on subscriber revenues and a pledge of the City’s full faith and credit
to support the necessary debt financing. Such an approach would put the City’s General Fund at significant
financial risk should the endeavor falter or fail.” Ultimately, the Feasibility Study concluded that the City of Seattle
could not finance the build out of a $500-5665 million City-owned and operated municipal broadband utility
funded only by rate-payer revenue (Appendix G).

These constraints are not unique to Seattle, though. Nationally, the greatest impediment to a municipal fiber
system is the finances. A study in 2017 by the University of Pennsylvania Law School’s Center for Technology?,
focused on the financially solvency of municipal broadband systems and concluded that the majority of public
broadband municipal fiber networks are unable to cover their build and operating costs through subscriber
revenue. The study identified 88 municipal fiber projects, of which, 20 of them reported separately from their
respective electric utility.

The financial data analyzed in the study concluded, “Municipal fiber is not an option for the 86 percent of the
country that is not served by a municipal power utility. Of the 20 municipal fiber projects that reported the results
of their municipal fiber operations separately, eleven generated negative cash flow. Unless operations improve

22 https://muninetworks.org/communitymap
2 https://www.law.upenn.edu/live/files/6611-report-municipal-fiber-in-the-united-states-an
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substantially, these projects cannot continue to operate over the long haul, let alone cover the capital costs
needed to establish operations. Of the others, five are projected to take more than 100 years to recover their costs,
and two others are projected to take over 60 years. Only two are on track to break even, and one of those is based
on a highly urban, business-oriented model that few other cities are likely to be able to replicate, and the other
includes data from two years of stronger performance when it offered only DSL service.”

There is no municipal fiber system template to follow; the details of each major municipal broadband network
project reveal they are difficult to compare and duplicate because of unique and fortuitous circumstances. When
exploring solutions that enable universal internet access the option of municipal broadband is always a key
interest. While some cities in the nation have chosen to build municipally-owned broadband infrastructure to
support internet services to the community, it is important to know that these municipalities often faced
underinvestment from incumbent service providers and did not have even one incumbent provider that offered
gigabit broadband service; this created a market need to be filled. Seattle does not have these same issues. The
following table summarizes findings from the research.

Fiber-to-the-Premise Findings

1 Gbps (internet data only) is the key gap in existing service to single-family and business customers—providing
a substantial market distinction for consumers versus existing ISPs.

Large municipality deploying FTTP against incumbent ISPs should consider only operating in new areas when a
sufficient number of customers have already committed to subscribe.

High infrastructure costs are a significant barrier to entry for new service providers, favoring existing service
providers who have built-out networks.

Customers are sensitive to price. The market response of existing service providers will affect the financial
feasibility of new service.

Market is moving away from bundled service (internet data, cable, and phone) to internet data only. More
services are becoming available as “over-the-top” services (Amazon Prime, HBO Max, Disney Plus). Streaming
services are projected to increase from a penetration rate of 41.2% in 2020 to 46.1% by 2025%.

If a municipality enters the competitive broadband market, it is highly advised to deploy a FTTP system in order
to maximize the high upfront capital costs, future-proof speed capacity demands, support wireless deployment,
and be in the optimal position to achieve the take rate necessary to pay for the system. A fiber-to-the-premise
system will presently provide 1 Gigabit-per-second (Gbps) speeds, but the fiber infrastructure could conceivably
support data speeds of 10 Gbps to 100 Gbps.

FTTP buildout could potentially lead City to leverage fiber assets for small cell (5G) deployment that are likely
required on every city block.

Rethink use and opportunities of fiber buildout through water lines and light poles. Deploying in the “power
space” rather than the “communication space” would reduce construction costs.

24 https://www.statista.com/outlook/206/109/video-streaming--svod-/united-states
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Explore feasibility of network virtualization to inexpensively allow retail service providers to compete for users
and provide innovative services over a public network without any requirement for new hardware at the
customer’s home or business.

Case Study: Ammon, Idaho

The associated benefits of economic development, education, research, and innovation as a result of deploying
an advanced FTTP broadband system.
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Action Plan

In 2015, the City launched an updated Digital Equity Initiative with four strategies to increase broadband access
and champion technology access and affordability for all: 1) Digital Skills Training, 2) Internet Connectivity, 3)
Devices & Technical Support, and 4) City Website & Online Services. While these strategies are ongoing, the
Internet for All (IFA) Seattle Action Plan provides us with a great opportunity to reevaluate our current position
and invigorate new citywide strategies to support our residents during and after the COVID-19 crisis. While we
have made significant progress, we know there is a lot more to do to empower and connect residents currently
without internet. We must ensure that all residents—regardless of socioeconomic background—are equitably
connected to high-speed internet for accessing critical information and its benefits.

It is not hyperbole to state the internet could be considered the most powerful platform in the history of the
planet. Our reliance on the internet has recast public opinion and attentiveness on issues of disparity during
COVID-19. Every day the world is becoming more digital; the internet is a gateway to information, learning and
teleworking livelihood.

The following strategies and actions were informed by an assessment of community needs aligned with the data
identifying households with the greatest needs and an equity lens. In order to achieve equitable access and
universal adoption, we recommend focusing attention on residents with the greatest disparity in internet
adoption. Taking a Race and Social Justice Initiative approach, IFA centers our strategies and action on low-income
households, BIPOC communities especially youth, older adults, people with disAbilities who have limited or no
internet/device access, and where English is not the primary language. The IFA Action Plan considers three phases
to advance these strategies:

Actions for immediate implementation. Implementation requires minimal modifications to
P H AS E 1 existing program operations. Priority focus are students and job seekers during COVID-19
and economic recovery.

Short-term implementation actions that require additional time to complete resource
P H AS E 2 estimate and planning before implementation. Continue focus on students and job
seekers.

Long-term implementation actions that require significant planning; one-time and ongoing
P H AS E 3 annual cost estimates; modification and integration with existing programs; and strategic
planning for a best-in-class, scalable telecommunication infrastructure.

The following list of eight strategies and proposed actions is ambitious. Closing the remaining internet adoption
gap will require a robust ground game—sustainable and focused solutions that combines private sector
investments with support from community-based organizations and the City. Programs like the Digital Bridge
project demonstrate a comprehensive, scalable approach, by providing devices, internet access, technical
assistance, in-language support, and career development. Many factors are involved to achieve the targeted
outcomes, but most importantly we must: 1) leverage strong ties and partnerships with trusted community-based
organizations focused on providing access and assistance with low-income internet services; 2) pursue policies
and work with the private sector to encourage investment in, and remove barriers to, infrastructure deployment
and adoption of internet services; and 3) develop an ongoing structure for coordinated communications, planning,
and action between key agencies (e.g., SPS, SPL, City, and community-based organization partners).
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Underlying Principles & Implementation Guidelines for Action Plan:

To reach the goal and expedite universal access and adoption of internet centered on low-income households,
BIPOC communities, youth, older adults, non-English speakers, and people with disAbilities, all programs and
infrastructure upgrades should be guided by the following principles and guidelines.

& 2 N

Partner with existing community-based organizations, private sector, education, and workforce anchor
institutions. As trusted leaders in the community, they will serve as more effective conduits in disseminating
information to key groups.

Language Access:

e Translate outreach materials into City’s tier 1 (Cantonese (written: Traditional Chinese), Korean,
Mandarin (written: Simplified Chinese), Somali, Spanish, Tagalog, Vietnamese) and tier 2 (Amharic,
Cambodian/Khmer, Laotian, Oromo, Russian, Tigrinya, Ukrainian) languages. Applications can be
complicated, technical assistance and assistance in language may be needed.

e Partner with ethnic media outlets on internet outreach communications.
e Partner with organizations to provide in-language support for outreach and enrollment.

e  Work with Department of Neighborhoods Community Liaisons for in-language outreach and
coordination.

e Utilize Language Line translator assistance on outreach calls.

Ensure the City’s digital resources and communications are accessible to all.

e Apply a Race and Social Justice equity assessment and project planning tool to technology applications
and services that will be used by our disability and/or BIPOC community members.

e Adopt minimum accessibility standards for all digital resources to meet the needs of people with
disAbilities.

e Provide training so staff understand and utilize accessibility standards.
e Update the ‘Community Guide to Accessible Meetings and Events’ to include virtual meeting platforms.

e Inventory City websites, online resources (e.g., applications, forms, documents, Seattle Channel), and
digital tools (e.g., Webex) and assess accessibility for people with disAbilities, smartphone users, and
users with limited bandwidth. Prioritize accessibility updates for immediate and midterm resolution.
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ACTION PLAN - THE 8 STRATEGIES

The following eight strategies and actions were developed in consultation with community partners, City
department stakeholders, and internet service providers. We welcome additional feedback and are working
collaboratively with Council and stakeholders to target and refine the recommendations. The actions below are
proposed with additional collaboration required with our partners and stakeholders. This ongoing collaboration
will serve to solidify and plan for more concrete steps towards implementation.

Strategy 1. Increase awareness and adoption of low-cost internet programs and

devices.

Action | Phase | Ramp up the City’s outreach and engagement about low-income programs for residents and
1.1 1 nonprofits.

Prioritize outreach to reach low-income households, BIPOC, students, and job seekers.

Leverage the City’s website by adding content on pages that engage low-income residents,
such as the Affordability portal, the main Utility Assistance Program, Fresh Bucks, and others.

Leverage City staff that engage directly with priority communities:
o DON Community Liaisons to share content and develop in-language videos or
audio voice overs
o SPL staff to answer phone calls to inform patrons about broadband options
o HSD staff to promote content through digital forums, such as their Aging and
Disability Service sponsored community coffee hours
o FAS’ Mobile Customer Service Center vans

Conduct outreach through partner organizations and existing networks, such as affordable
housing communities, faith institutions, and digital navigators.

Conduct outreach through low-tech channels, such as mailings and phone calls.

Continue to provide information to the City’s Utility Discount Program enrollees about low-
income discount programs offered by internet service providers.

Action | Phase | Explore working with other public agencies so they can refer people to low-cost internet
1.2 1 programs.

Action | Phase | Partner with Seattle Public Schools to promote and support internet sign-up events.

13 1 Continue to support internet sign up events in priority digital equity zones. Explore

opportunities to work with organizations and digital navigators.

Action | Phase | Explore one-stop portal for enrollment/verification in all low-income programs, including
1.4 3 access to internet (using Affordable Seattle model/website).

Implement a cloud-based, integrated system so that it is easy and simple for residents to
access all affordability programs from one platform, including mobile app enrollment
capabilities.
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Strategy 2. Expand free or low-cost connectivity options in targeted areas of the city.

Action
2.1

Phase

The Seattle Public Library will deploy Wi-Fi 6 outside all branches in Q4-2020.

Coverage is expected to extend to 150 feet outside the building, depending upon
environmental conditions.

Action
2.2

Phase

Continue to provide access to public computer kiosks and Wi-Fi in many of our City’s
community centers, libraries, and certain City-owned facilities.

Explore expansion of hours as part of economic recovery effort once locations are allowed to
reopen to the public.

Action
2.3

Phase
1&
Phase

Develop GIS Mapping Application for public Wi-Fi.

Publish dynamic GIS Wi-Fi map of City public sites. Conduct a marketing campaign to
promote availability. While the majority of these locations are temporarily closed to the public
due to COVID-19, the GIS mapping links to additional Wi-Fi strategies. Include crowdsource
capability for identifying non-City outdoor Wi-Fi available to the public. Either develop a
crowdsource app for identifying other non-City facility outdoor Wi-Fi and/or encourage the
use of Openwifispots.com, which identifies almost 350 free hotspots at coffee shops,
restaurants, hotels, and other businesses across the City.

Develop a “Seattle Digital Equity Atlas” using existing data layers to identify opportunities
to strategically deploy Wi-Fi. Improve data reporting on use of current city Wi-Fi and cross-
reference existing infrastructure and community need. Enhance ITD’s data system for
reporting on guest Wi-Fi to provide monthly reports on levels of Wi-Fi use. Develop a system
to integrate this with SPL data and other Wi-Fi provider data and map it to provide public
information and data driven strategic planning for meeting future needs.

Action
2.4

Phase

Leverage 5G Wireless Technology

Continue to ensure equitable roll-out of small cell attachments to support high-speed
broadband access in underserved neighborhoods.

Identify and remove barriers to deployment of infrastructure needed for 5G technology,
including installation of fiber and small cells.

Explore policies, strategic partnerships, and leverage existing city assets to encourage
investment in, and expedite the deployment of, 5G technology.

Advocate and partner with carriers for low-cost internet plans and free public Wi-Fi.

Action
2.5

Phase

Conduct Wi-Fi assessment for small businesses and HSD community providers

To ensure sufficient bandwidth, partner with HSD to assess the broadband capacity at critical
community service sites, including homeless shelters, nutrition sites, senior living facilities,
senior centers, and others. Ensure connectivity for older adults, low-income and insecurely
housed residents.

Partner with OED to assess small business needs.
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Action | Phase | Partner with Seattle Public Schools to increase hotspot devices available for distribution to

2.6 2 students to enable remote learning.

Action | Phase | Partner with Seattle Public Library to expand the hotspot devices program to address high-

2.7 2 priority resident needs.

Expand the SPL hotspot program that provides devices for extended loan periods to target
populations, including Seattle Public Schools families, unemployed job seekers, and insecurely
housed residents living in Tiny Home Villages.

Action | Phase | Explore new models to distribute hotspot devices through partnership with BIPOC

2.8 2 organizations.

Building off the success of the SPL hotspot program, explore partnership opportunities with
other City departments and non-City organizations who could loan hotspot devices to BIPOC
communities.

Action | Phase | Upgrade Wi-Fi access points in Seattle Parks & Recreation Community Centers.

2.9 2 and Complete upgrade of all SPR Community Center Wi-Fi systems. Expand coverage area with

Phase . i .

3 exterior Wi-Fi Access Points.
Currently, 16 locations have been upgraded to meet the needs of Parks and Recreation teen
hubs and childcare. Additional funding is needed to upgrade the remaining 18 sites. The Wi-Fi
provided inside Community Center facilities averaged 48,000 connections per month in 2019.

Action | Phase | Work with Seattle Public Schools to examine feasibility of expanding Wi-Fi system to the

2.10 2 exterior in safe public use locations.

Interior Wi-Fi is currently restricted to staff and students with SPS logins. SPS was able to
boost interior Wi-Fi access point radio signals to provide some expanded coverage near
entryways at select schools but would need to add exterior access points to significantly
expand coverage to outdoor areas.

Action | Phase | Support a Seattle Community Cellular Network.

211 2 Explore and support the development of a Community Cellular Network, which uses cellular
(LTE) technologies in the recently opened Citizens’ Band Radio Service (CBRS) spectrum. A
nonprofit, the Local Connectivity Lab (LCL), and the University of Washington are currently
implementing the Seattle Community Cellular Network to share free or low-cost broadband
access in higher-need areas throughout the city.

Action | Phase | Explore public agency partnerships to expand Wi-Fi coverage in digital equity zones.

2.12 2

Explore partnerships with other public agencies to add public Wi-Fi. Work with the UW, area
universities and colleges, Port of Seattle, and others to expand the availability of public Wi-Fi
around public facilities (e.g. Wi-Fi at all transit stops). Ask the federal Government Services
Administration to open public Wi-Fi at the Beacon Hill Veterans Administration and other
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Strategy 2. Expand free or low-cost connectivity options in targeted areas of the city.

federal facilities.

Action
2.13

Phase

Explore mobile public Wi-Fi buses or vans in strategic locations at strategic times.

Add mobile hotspots to buses or vans. Include tech support and workshops in coordination
with training partners. Seattle Goodwill is currently standing up a similar program using vans
and connectivity from T-Mobile. This action could also support internet access for the
unhoused community through mobile service vans that go to encampments.

Consider adding mobile hotspot capacity to FAS’s existing Mobile Customer Service Center van
and deploy van to strategic locations in need of Wi-Fi capacity (e.g., unhoused community
encampments).

Action
2.14

Phase

Examine expansion of HSD Social Connectivity tablet distribution pilot to include Wi-Fi
hotspots.

Install Wi-Fi hotpots in senior housing facilities to provide building-wide Wi-Fi access for
residents. This expands HSD’s Social Connectivity project currently underway to distribute
tablets to isolated older adults.

Action
2.15

Phase
2&3

Develop proposal to strategically deploy more public Wi-Fi in digital equity zones.

Digital Equity locations identified in the City’s 2017 Public Wi-Fi Study and 2018 Technology
Access and Adoption Study include Yesler Terrace, High Point, South Park, Rainier Vista,
Othello, Rainier Beach, Lake City, SW Roxbury Street Corridor, 23rd Avenue Corridor, New
Holly, and International District. These digital equity locations are deemed important to
improving access to the internet for lower-income residents and were informed by findings
from the 2015 Digital Equity Action Committee, Technology Access and Adoption Study, and
consultation with the Mayor’s Office of Policy and Innovation, Human Services Department,
and the Seattle Housing Authority.

Information gathered from the “Seattle Digital Equity Atlas” will guide and refine the digital
equity zone locations. Project planning has not occurred, and funding would need to be
secured. There may be infrastructure in place that could be leveraged to deploy Wi-Fi in high
need areas.

Action
2.16

Phase

Explore a digital version of the Adopt-A-Highway program to fund publicly available Wi-Fi.

The City could consider the innovative approach of creating a digital version of the long-
standing, widely supported Adopt-A-Highway program to fund publicly available Wi-Fi. This
option could allow for the City to incur costs for initial infrastructure build-out and seek
private sponsorship to cover ongoing costs related to operations, support, and service. The
Wi-Fi guest screen could possibly include advertisement.

Research feasibility of sponsored Wi-Fi to develop and sustain availability. Explore increasing
public Wi-Fi at low or no cost to the City through models that are supported by advertising
and other revenue-generating streams. The City needs to examine the business feasibility and
public policy implications of these models and engage the community to determine how these
approaches would work in Seattle.
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Strategy 2. Expand free or low-cost connectivity options in targeted areas of the city.

Action
2.17

Phase

Explore development of sponsored internet kiosk program.

The public can access the Wi-Fi signal from a kiosk up to 150 feet away and will just need to
sign on to the hotspot network. Internet kiosks can provide speeds up to 300 Mbps and
support hundreds of Wi-Fi users at a time. The kiosks would each need to have a fiber
connection and be equipped with Hotspot 2.0, allowing users with Hotspot 2.0 enabled
devices to automatically connect to nearby hotspots and enjoy automatically encrypted
browsing. (Case study: New York City’s LinkNYC hotspot kiosks)

Explore possible partnerships with other public agencies.

Action
2.18

Phase

Foster development of discounted wireless data service products that utilize mobile
infrastructure.

Approach cellular service providers to develop low-income data service plans that offer similar
service levels and price to low-cost wireline service programs (e.g., Internet Essentials, Simply
Internet).

Action
2.19

Phase

Explore feasibility of providing City fiber backhaul to strategic low-income housing locations
to support free or low-priced fixed wireless internet service to residents.

Action
2.20

Phase

Support a model for low-income housing buildings to provide an activated high-speed
internet service connection to all units.

Explore the provision of an active high-speed internet service connection to all residential
units in Seattle Housing Authority and other low-income multi-family housing buildings and
support efforts to allow federal funding to cover the costs of implementation and provision of
service. Target service levels to meet future broadband needs (i.e., min 100 Mbps).

This model would eliminate barriers vulnerable populations face in navigating registration for
ISP service programs, meeting eligibility criteria for low-cost programs, and paying monthly
ISP bills. It would also allow for bulk pricing to support higher speeds offered for lower overall
prices.

Strategy 3. Partner with organizations to deliver culturally relevant digital inclusion

programs.
Action | Phase | Develop a citywide asset map/directory of community-based organizations delivering digital
3.1 1 equity programs.
Partner with DON, OED, OIRA, ITD, DEEL, ARTS, HSD, SPR, SPL to develop inventory.
Action | Phase | Support community-driven internet adoption solutions through open, competitive grant
3.2 1 programs.
Identify and support innovative, community-led digital inclusion projects through the
Technology Matching Fund and other grant programs. Leverage this process to broker support
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from other partners. Adapt City grant guidelines to issue rapid response grants that serve
priority populations and allow digital equity expenditures.

Action | Phase | Continue effective, scalable programs that address adoption barriers beyond internet
33 1 access, such as digital literacy and devices. Examples include:

e OIRA’s Ready to Work Program,

e Interagency Digital Skills Steering Committee,

e The Seattle Public Library’s “Your Next Job” pilot,

e OED’s Digital Bridge for Unemployed Workers pilot,

e HSD’s Intergenerational Digital Literacy pilot,

e Seattle Center’s Digital Studio pilot.
Action | Phase | Support digital navigators through a train-the-trainer model to provide 1:1 device,
3.4 2 connectivity, and technology support.

Often those most in need of tech assistance have barriers that are best addressed with 1:1
support by trusted community members or someone they are already interacting with.
Hotlines are useful, but often not accessed by those most in need of support (language
barriers, etc.). Utilizing a train-the-trainer model could more effectively bring language-
accessible assistance by digital navigators directly to the community.

Strategy 4. Pursue private sector and philanthropic support.

Action | Phase | Evaluate ways to increase the supply of refurbished devices to low-income residents.

4.1 1 Promote donations of refurbished computers for low-income residents. Develop agreements
with local nonprofit refurbishers, such as InterConnection and Friendly Earth, to provide free
or low-cost equipment to low-income residents. Leverage the City’s Surplus Computer
Program managed by FAS and HSD.

Action | Phase | Support promotion of donations from the City’s COVID-19 donation webpage to solicit

4.2 1 support for internet adoption.

Action | Phase | Partner with a nonprofit organization or foundation to manage an “Internet for All fund”.

4.3 2 Develop a process for the City to accept money and donations for digital equity projects.
Explore partnership with United Way of King County to create a model like the Cleveland
Foundation’s Digital Excellence Initiative. Create a “Round Up for Digital Equity” program to
solicit donations at checkout in grocery stores.

Action | Phase | Develop a device and internet hotspot sponsorship program.

4.4 2

Explore partnership opportunities to fund donations of devices and internet service to be
distributed to individuals through community-based organizations.
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Target donations to low-income areas. Scale donations to sponsor entire buildings.

(e.g. Amazon donated 8,200 Chromebook laptops to elementary school students in Seattle
Public Schools)

(e.g. Donate a Hotspot https://sws.seattleschools.org/schoolinvolvement/donate a hotspot)

Action | Phase | Explore partnership with local banks to direct Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) support

4.5 2 toward broadband.
Explore partnership with local banks that have Community Reinvestment Act (CRA) obligations
to direct investments toward internet adoption in prioritized areas. Broadband projects are
eligible to receive CRA funding.

Action | Phase | Partner with corporate and philanthropic donors to secure support for Internet for All.

4.6 2

Strategy 5. Champion legislation/policies to advance universal internet adoption.

Action | Phase | Review implementation of the “Project and Construction Coordination” policy to evaluate

5.1 1 installation of conduit/fiber for projects in the right-of-way management system.
Review projects for inclusion of conduit and fiber to provide more access to communications-
enabling infrastructure.
*This is Seattle’s “Dig Once” policy. Link to the coordination requirements and Seattle
Municipal Code 15.32.050.

Action | Phase | Advocate for state and federal Digital Equity Act and similar legislation that will provide

5.2 1 funding and support for state and local digital inclusion action.
Collaborate with key advocates, including other local government CIQ’s, broadband and digital
inclusion leaders, National League of Cities, National Digital Inclusion Alliance, U.S. Conference
of Mayors, the City’s Boards and Commissions, and representatives of BIPOC, AARP,
consumer, and similar organizations.

Action | Phase | Explore methods to address inadequate broadband connectivity in older apartment and

53 3 condo buildings, due to insufficient internal telecom infrastructure, building upon the City’s
B4B-Build for Broadband initiative to foster competitive, high-speed broadband in multi-
dwelling units buildings.

Action | Phase | Explore a policy requiring internet access in all new affordable housing investments.

5.4 3

Develop a policy requiring and incentivizing buildings funded with affordable housing dollars
to include internet access to each unit, particularly in high displacement areas or areas with
low access to internet.
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Strategy 6. Strengthen regional collaboration by forming an “Internet for All”
Coalition.

Action | Phase | Establish an Internet for All Coalition to help advance the Action Plan.

6.1 ! The coalition will meet regularly to examine partnership opportunities, receive feedback, and

discuss progress on the strategies and actions. The coalition will be comprised of members
from Seattle IT, City departments, City Council, Seattle Public Schools, Community Technology
Advisory Board, community-based organizations, technology companies, public agencies, and
telecommunication companies. The group will meet regularly for the first year from
September 2020 to September 2021 and reevaluated thereafter.

Action | Phase | Review opportunities to coordinate with other public entities on long-term wired and
6.2 3 wireless infrastructure expansion.

This may include Port of Seattle, Seattle Public Schools, Sound Transit, University of
Washington, and other public agencies.

Strategy 7. Advocate to ensure Internet Service Provider offerings meet residents’

needs.

Action | Phase | Request aggregated enrollment data for low-cost internet programs.

71 ! The enrollment data will provide key metrics for the IFA evaluation dashboard.

The low-income internet sign-up data would be represented in its aggregated form by census
tract. The City is not requesting raw data that could cause concerns related to privacy, or
proprietary and competitive information. The data could go through an intermediary
organization.

We are proposing to develop a GIS dashboard displaying recent internet subscription data
from the American Community Survey and other tech surveys. Coupled with internet sign-up
data for census tract areas with a high internet adoption disparity, the dashboard would allow
the City and its partners to effectively monitor implementation.

Action | Phase | Request to extend and improve ISP COVID-19 mitigations. Examples include:
72 ! e Extend Comcast’s no-cost Internet Essentials beyond first 60 days.

e Extend use of Verizon and AT&T wireless phones as hotspots.

e Continue and expand free Wi-Fi access in low-income neighborhoods.

e Waive 90-day waiting period for low-income eligible households. If household is
eligible, immediately shift over to low-income pricing to align to need.

e Increase speed level on the low-income price tier from 25 Mbps to 50-100 Mbps.
e Continue free use of phones for hotspots on wireless service.

e Foster development of wireless low-income programs.
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Action
7.3

Phase | Sponsor hotpots to high priority populations.

Advocate that ISPs provide Utility Discount Program customers with internet hotspot devices.

Action
7.4

Phase | Enhance the “Access for All” Program benefits.

Appeal to ISPs to increase number of nonprofits eligible each year for the “Access for All”
program that provides free high-speed internet service connections to eligible non-profit
organizations located in Seattle. Consider expansion and service improvements at existing
locations by providing 3rd tier business class service bandwidth, replacing old equipment, and
adding Wi-Fi repeaters.

Through the partnership and agreements with Comcast and Wave, the City can allot 25 new
site connections annually (20 Comcast, 5 Wave). Many “Access for All” sites provide free
internet access to their client populations.

Action
7.5

Phase | Promote consumer protections for low-cost programs.

Develop materials to educate and protect consumers enrolled in low-cost programs from
raised fees and contract issues. Continue collaboration with national associations to advocate
for federal development of consumer protections for internet services.

Action

7.6

Phase | Explore process to auto-enroll people in low-cost programs such as Supplemental Nutrition
Assistance Program (SNAP) and other non-City programs serving priority populations.

Provide a mobile app option for enrollment.

Strategy 8. Examine new technologies to ensure best-in-class internet infrastructure

and consumer choices.

Action | Continually monitor other municipalities of comparable sizes to examine the financial feasibility of a

8.1 municipal fiber-to-the-premise broadband system.

Action | Monitor and research use of technologies including Wi-Fi 6, Satellite Internet, 10G Platform, G.Fast,

8.2 Citizens Broadband Radio Service (CBRS), Microsoft Airband, and WiMax.

Action | Examine opportunities to leverage network assets in Seattle City Light, Seattle Public Utilities, and

8.3 Seattle Department of Transportation’s infrastructure as a platform for low-cost wireless broadband
delivery.
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Partnerships

Strategic partnerships will be critical to implementing the IFA Action Plan, including with the business community,
internet service and telecommunication companies, philanthropic organizations, Seattle Public Schools, state and
local nonprofits, and academia. Additionally important is the continued collaboration with City boards and
departments including, but not limited to, the Community Technology Advisory Board, Seattle Information
Technology, Seattle City Light, Seattle Public Utilities, Seattle Department of Transportation, Office of Economic
Development, Department of Education and Early Learning, Office of Immigrant and Refugee Affairs, Seattle Parks
and Recreation, and the Seattle Public Library.

City Departments and Agencies

City departments and agencies are key stakeholders in the success of this endeavor. We gathered feedback from
19 departments and agencies to develop this report, including Office of Arts & Culture (ARTS), City Budget Office
(CBO), Department of Education and Early Learning (DEEL), Department of Neighborhoods (DON), Finance and
Administrative Services (FAS), Human Resources (SDHR), Human Services Department (HSD), Seattle Information
Technology (ITD), Office of Economic Development (OED), Office of Film + Music (OFM), Office of Immigrant and
Refugee Affairs (OIRA), Office of Sustainability & Environment (OSE), The Seattle Public Library (SPL), Seattle
Center (CEN), Seattle Office for Civil Rights (SOCR), Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT), Seattle City Light
(SCL), Seattle Public Utilities (SPU), and Seattle Parks and Recreation (SPR).

To deepen the internal city collaboration, a “Digital Equity Champions” group formed, initiated by DON, OIRA and
ITD. The goals of the group are to share digital equity work being done throughout the City, identify internal and
external collaboration opportunities and to ensure a coordinated response.

State and Local Nonprofits

Local nonprofits and community-based organizations providing direct services to BIPOC and other communities in
need play an essential role in enabling universal internet adoption. They are trusted ambassadors to deliver front-
line services to our hardest-to-reach, most vulnerable residents.

Seattle has a strong network of community-based organizations with experience providing technology adoption
programs. Some of these organizations have been providing services since the City began work on digital inclusion
in the mid-1990’s. These front-line organizations respond to Seattle’s ever-changing populations and technology
needs.

The City has nurtured ongoing engagement with these groups through the Digital Equity Learning Network of
Seattle & King County (DELN). The DELN is a collaboration of community-based organizations, public/private
institutions, and individuals invested in digital equity in our region. The DELN provides opportunities to connect to
share resources, create partnerships, and gain knowledge of best practices. Local networking sessions began in
2019 and have gained traction with 138 nonprofit organizations, 10 institutions, 10 telecom representatives, 4
local governments and 3 corporations, actively involved in exploring solutions for digital equity.

National Nonprofits

The National Digital Inclusion Alliance (NDIA) is a unified voice for home broadband access, public broadband
access, personal devices and local technology training and support programs. The NDIA combines grassroots
community engagement with technical knowledge, research, and coalition building to advocate on behalf of
people working in their communities for digital equity. It works collaboratively to craft, identify and disseminate
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financial and operational resources for digital inclusion programs while serving as a bridge to policymakers and
the general public. The City is an active affiliate of NDIA.

The Schools, Health & Libraries Broadband (SHLB) Coalition is a nonprofit advocacy organization based in
Washington, D.C. The SHLB strives to close the digital divide by promoting high-quality broadband for anchor
institutions and their communities.

Business Community

Seattle is home to a thriving business community, known for technology innovation and leadership. Technology
advancements are transforming the future of work in our area, making digital access and skills essential for a
robust workforce.

The City has partnered with private companies to amplify funding for community-based digital inclusion
programs, including Verizon’s $25,000 to ITD’s Technology Matching Fund this year, Facebook’s $50,000 to ITD’s
Technology Matching Fund in 2017 and 2018 and Comcast’s $50,000 to OED’s current “Digital Bridge” pilot.

Local technology leaders have supported digital equity, not only by providing funding, but also by supporting
digital literacy, donating refurbished devices, and contributing technical expertise. For example, sea.citi - a
network of tech and innovation companies building relationships between community, government, and
innovation workers - leveraged the sector’s expertise to offer tech support to Seattle Public School families to
prepare them for online learning. Members of the Mayor’s Innovation Advisory Council (IAC) used their skills to
develop affordableseattle.org, an online resource to help low-income residents find low-cost internet information
and other benefits.

Technology industry organizations, like Washington Technology Industry Alliance (WTIA) and sea.citi, foster civic
engagement programs and opportunities for members. The City will continue to engage with our business
community to seek further private/public partnership opportunities.

Internet Service and Telecommunication Companies

Internet service providers and telecommunication network operators deliver the internet connectivity to homes
and businesses across Seattle. They have been, and continue to be, central partners in efforts to realize a vision of
IFA. During this COVID-19 period wireline, wireless, and neutral host carriers have all engaged in supporting the
Seattle community through commitment to the FCC’s COVID-19 ‘Keep Americans Connected” Pledge, increasing
service level speeds on low-cost programs, device donations, working with Seattle Public Schools on new
sponsored service models, and providing support to community-based organizations working to meet digital
inclusion needs. Seattle’s internet and telecommunication companies have also actively engaged with the City on
IFA Action planning and have expressed interest in exploring continued partnership opportunities to advance IFA
goals. The City will continue working closely with these companies on efforts to close the digital divide.

Philanthropic Organizations

Local philanthropies play an important role in filling the gaps between public and private sector investments. ‘All
In WA’, a coordinated statewide relief effort, has launched a Digital Equity Fund to raise money to provide
computer devices to students. The Technology Alliance, a statewide, non-profit organization of leaders from
Washington’s technology-based businesses and research institutions, has put together a Task Force to make
short-term and long-term recommendations on: (1) internet connectivity for students; (2) support for schools’ IT
infrastructure; (3) improving online platforms; and (4) effective online teaching. The Bill & Melinda Gates
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Foundation has provided a grant to review online learning platforms — see the results here.

The City looks to collaborate with financial institutions, All In WA, United Way of King County, and the diverse
network of grant makers in Philanthropy Northwest on this initiative.

Academia

The University of Washington (UW) is an important partner in the City’s work of advancing digital equity. UW
Information School’s Technology and Social Change Group (TASCHA) helped develop the City’s 2016 Digital Equity
plan, created evaluation and impact indicators, conducted research on digital skills standards for diverse
communities and refugee women in technology, and provided Capstone students to work on digital equity
projects. TASHCA is currently a partner in the City’s Digital Bridge project to help unemployed workers. The
opportunities to work collaboratively with TASHA and other UW departments will continue going forward.

Seattle University’s Center for Civic Engagement (CCE) has also been a partner in advancing digital equity. CCE has
assisted with digital skills training programs in the Yesler and Central District communities. CCE, along with the
university’s Education department and Law School, offer potential future partnership opportunities.

Seattle Colleges is an active partner with the City on workforce development, including collaborating on a project
with OED, ITD, SPL, UW, and the Seattle Jobs Initiative to analyze and improve intake and assessment of digital
skills and career pathways and referral. Seattle Colleges has secured a National Science Foundation grant to
develop tech career pathways from high school to college. Since the COVID-19 crisis began, the Colleges have
been assisting their students with devices and services.

Seattle Public Schools (SPS)

Seattle Public Schools is a central partner in IFA efforts and has existing long-term partnerships with multiple City
departments. The City has supported out-of-school digital skills programs for students and training for
parents/guardians through the Technology Matching Fund and at SPR Community Centers. During COVID-19, as
SPS pivoted to address the closure of schools and students sheltering at home requiring distance learning, they
ramped up their device distribution program. Early collaboration with ITD to promote low-cost internet options
evolved into ITD working closely with SPS to develop sponsored internet service agreements with Comcast and
Wave and organizing internet sign-up events. The City also provided technical assistance for connectivity and Wi-
Fi at Mary’s Place, Solid Ground, and Seattle Chinatown International District Preservation and Development
Authority (SCIDpda) properties, sites providing housing or temporary shelter to student families. SPS has
marketed City digital inclusion resources, and the City has promoted and amplified SPS internet events and
resources for families through our communication channels. SPS has also used data the 2018 Technology Access
and Adoption survey for planning and the City has communicated about Wi-Fi availability.

SPS has developed their own partnerships for funding (via the Alliance for Education), technical support (via
sea.citi), and equipment (with some support from Amazon). Additional support for internet service sponsorship
will be coming from the state OSPI, though that will probably not cover all of SPS student internet needs and
longer-term solutions are needed for summer and beyond.

The City continues to align with the needs of Seattle Public Schools’ families and community-based organizations
that assist immigrant and refugees and other families. OIRA is assisting to develop information for families in
multiple languages.

Based on SPS and City partnership work done during the pandemic, it will be critical to ensure coordinated
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communications and collaboration between all the points of contact in SPS and the City to maximize investments
of staff time and resources towards IFA and sufficient engagement with the families who need these services.

Seattle Housing Authority (SHA) and Affordable Housing Providers

SHA continues to be a strong partner for digital equity in Seattle. They established a Digital Equity Subcommittee,
developed strategies for encouraging home broadband connectivity, partnered with community based
organizations for digital skills training and device distribution, and created over 10 computer labs in their public
housing communities, including the Special Technology Access Resource (STAR) Center, the first assistive
technology computer center in a housing authority property in the nation. SHA represents 17,000 households,
housing over 37,000 residents in 8,000 SHA owned apartments and single-family homes, and through the issuance
of 10,000 housing choice vouchers. Nearly 80 percent of residents are children, elderly or disabled. One in 10
students enrolled in Seattle Public Schools lives in SHA-supported housing.

SHA executive leadership is aligned and very committed to the City’s efforts to provide home-based broadband to
residents living in SHA housing. They are committed to working to address federal regulatory and funding barriers
moving forward, necessary for inclusion of home internet as a federal rent-reimbursable utility. Housing choice
voucher recipients live in privately managed/owned buildings and therefore are not under the control of SHA.
These private properties would not be included as supported by federal funding for internet service.

As of December 31, 2019, there are 17,767 existing City-regulated affordable homes in Seattle, in addition to the
8,000 SHA owned properties. Twenty nonprofit organizations own and/or manage most of these properties and
have agreements with the City, including Artspace Projects, Inc., Bellwether Housing, Capitol Hill Housing, Catholic
Housing Services, Compass Housing Alliance, Delridge Neighborhood Development Association, El Centro de la
Raza, Full Life Care, Interim Community Development Association, Low Income Housing Institute, Mercy Housing
Northwest, Mt. Baker Housing Association, Mt. Zion Madison Street Properties, Pike Place Market PDA, Seattle
Chinatown International District PDA, SeaMar Community Health Centers, Sound Generations, South East
Effective Development, Urban League of Metropolitan Seattle, and YWCA of Seattle, King and Snohomish
Counties.

These affordable housing providers are committed to serving residents who are low-income, BIPOC, immigrants
and refugees, living with disAbilities, older adults, and those experiencing homelessness. Connecting with
affordable housing partners in establishing ubiquitous internet access to residents living in their communities will
be vital for mental stability, access to healthcare, COVID-19 resources, and social interaction. Many residents
living in these communities are also enrolled in job training and other education programs and need access to
home internet and devices, as well as having children who are in remote learning environments.

Community Technology Advisory Board (CTAB)

The Community Technology Advisory Board provides valuable feedback to the City by making recommendations
to the Mayor and the City Council on issues of community-wide interest relating to information and
communications technology. CTAB’s Digital Inclusion (DI) subcommittee provides funding recommendations
annually for the Technology Matching Fund grant program. In 2020, the DI subcommittee began researching a
telehealth project pilot for older adults living in low-income housing buildings. Due to the need for physical
distancing for vulnerable populations, older adults do not feel safe leaving their homes for daily activities,
including accessing healthcare. For this pilot, the DI subcommittee designed a project for telehealth education,
laptops/tablets, service connectivity, and digital literacy training. The subcommittee is partnering with Seattle
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Housing Authority (SHA), the City’s Aging and Disability Services Case Management Program, and the SHA
Resident Action Council, to pilot the project in one SHA building. The SHA Resident Action Council has applied to
the King County COVID-19 Response Fund for a $25,000 grant to purchase laptops, 6-months of internet service
connectivity, and digital literacy training to assist residents in accessing online telehealth services.

Regional and State Governments

King County: The King County Council legislated $1.695 million in CARES ACT funding for digital equity. They have
finalized two grant programs and grant vehicles and will soon award designated funds to community-based
organization and K-12 organizations. The City served on the County’s Broadband Access Study Project Steering
Committee and closely collaborated with King County on their recently published broadband report, which was
based on and included the City’s 2018 Technology Access and Adoption data. The City has had continual dialogue
with King County about digital equity strategies and expects to continue this going forward. Some data
development, infrastructure and solutions may be best delivered countywide for greater impact and to reach
residents who come into Seattle for work, have family or practice faiths here, or use resources across boundaries.
White Center is an area of common interest. Our community-based organization partners are increasingly
delivering services in Seattle and other parts of South King County in particular. King County is a critical partner in
health and social service delivery, equity work, transit and emergency preparedness, public safety, and
communications systems. They have expressed interest in strengthening the partnership and community impacts
by working together on Internet for All and digital equity solutions.

Washington State: The City is continuing to work closely with the State Broadband Office in the Department of
Commerce, the Governor’s Office, and legislators on sharing digital equity needs and resources, internet
strategies, legislation, and policy. The City worked with Representative Gregerson and others on a proposed state
Digital Equity Act in 2019 and expect new legislation coming forward that could help with Internet for All and
digital equity. The State Broadband Office led the deployment of multiple new public Wi-Fi spots in unserved
areas outside Seattle during COVID-19. ITD participates on the I-ACT Keep Washington Connected internet access
crisis response team with representatives from the Governor’s Office, State Agencies, the Legislature, the Tribes,
and other stakeholders. This group is working on digital inclusion proposals. ITD’s Digital Equity Program Manager
is on the newly forming WA State Broadband Strategy Group, led by the State Broadband Office. The WA State
library has been the channel for federal COVID-19 relief funds granted to The Seattle Public Library for additional
hotspots. OSPI has received 10% of the total ESSER/CARES act funding allocated to WA and is distributing $8.8
million to connect 60,000 families to the internet through agreements with internet providers, $2.5 million to
provide to the Educational Service Districts to support professional development for educators in effective online
instruction, and $8.1 million to be provided to community based organizations working via competitive grants to
support school districts in serving students in remote learning. The Governor sought telecommunication and
internet service provider company pledges following the end of the FCC ‘Keep America Connected’ pledge and
continues to encourage private sector partnerships to support student and other digital inclusion needs. The
Department of Commerce is proposing additional support for broadband deployment and adoption in the 2021
budget decision package. As most broadband focus is on adding infrastructure to reach unserved rural areas, it is
important to maintain a voice for urban populations in need. Additional federal relief and other funds are
funneled through the state and our partnership will continue to be critical; having projects ready to implement
will better position the City and others for federal funds.

Port of Seattle: The Port has fiber infrastructure, as well as facilities along the waterfront, and is a potential
partner for internet deployment solutions.
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US Department of Commerce Broadband USA: ITD has a strong relationship with the Broadband USA program of
the National Telecommunications Infrastructure Administration. ITD helped develop a City and State Digital
Inclusion Learning Network group. Broadband USA provides information on funding, data, and other resources.
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Infrastructure

The state of Seattle’s broadband infrastructure is among the best in the nation, and private telecommunication
companies continue to actively invest in our city to increase system capacity to support increasing demands.
Consequently, a vision of universal internet access in Seattle is not limited by infrastructure or availability of
service; Seattle currently benefits from widespread deployment of high speed and even gigabit speed broadband
infrastructure to serve residential and commercial internet needs?. This is including our public housing
multifamily buildings which are all served by local wireline cable operators to provide high-speed internet service.

As stated earlier, when exploring solutions that enable universal internet access the option of municipal
broadband is always a key interest. While some cities in the nation have chosen to build municipally-owned
broadband infrastructure to support internet services to the community, it is important to know that these
municipalities often faced underinvestment from incumbent service providers and did not have even one
incumbent provider that offered gigabit broadband service; this created a market need to be filled. Seattle does
not have these same issues. Since the last study of a municipally-owned broadband system in 2015, which
determined the City could not finance the $500-665 million capital construction costs or operate a system in a
manner where rates would cover costs, the competitive service landscape has increased with CenturyLink
upgrading its legacy system to fiber-to-the-home covering 53% of the city with gigabit service.

As a municipality, Seattle has made significant public investment to advance broadband internet access via Wi-Fi
for our residents and visitors. Public Wi-Fi service is currently provided at 76 specific sites in the City of Seattle.
This includes all libraries, 26 Parks and Recreation Community Centers, Dakota Place, City Hall, Seattle Center,
King St Station Office of Arts and Cultural Affairs, Justice Center, and other city facilities. Seattle Public Library
(SPL) is currently planning to upgrade their Wi-Fi system, including enhancements for external Wi-Fi, and project
this to be completed by year end.

Considering Seattle’s existing internet infrastructure environment, the need for targeted infrastructure expansion
aligns with efforts described under IFA Strategy 2 to Expand free or low-cost connectivity options in targeted areas
of the city. On-going exploration and planning for proposed Actions 2.9 through 2.20 will help prepare potential
“shovel-ready” projects that could be used to seek federal and state funding opportunities to expand affordable
services to low-income residents. It is important to note that federal and state broadband infrastructure funding
opportunities normally focus eligibility on rural communities and other unserved areas. While Seattle would not
be considered an unserved community, specific Seattle IFA projects could align with federal and state digital
equity funding opportunities.

Seattle Internet Infrastructure Detail

The following information provides detail on the current state of Seattle’s internet infrastructure and the
provision of services to the community through wireline and fixed-wireless providers, cellular providers, Wi-Fi
services, and other technologies supporting improved internet connectivity.

Wireline Internet Service

Seattle has five (5) wired internet service providers (ISP) offering 100+ Mbps service to residents and businesses.

25 Seattle does have very limited pockets where broadband infrastructure has not been updated and service depends on legacy telephone
system wiring which provides sub-broadband speeds between 1.5-12 Mbps. Older apartment and condo building with inadequate internal
wiring can also be limited to slower internet service. In these cases, residents and businesses rely on wireless hotspots or satellite service
for higher speed internet connectivity.
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All Seattle neighborhoods have one, and many have 2, and some have 3 wired ISP options. See the Seattle Cable
Internet Service map (Appendix C). The available options depend upon whether living in a single-family residence
or an apartment or condo (multiple dwelling unit buildings “MDUs”). For MDUs, the building size, age of wiring
infrastructure, and building owner agreements with ISPs will impact the available service options.

Two ISPs offer asymmetrical service (i.e., download speeds faster than upload speeds) and three offer
symmetrical service (i.e., equal download and upload speeds).

e Comcast: Provides service to 94% of Seattle, offering service in all neighborhoods except parts of Beacon
Hill and the Central Area. Service is provisioned over a hybrid fiber/coaxial (HFC) network that is typical of
cable systems in major metropolitan areas and provides asymmetrical internet service speed up to 1
Gigabit. Because bandwidth within a neighborhood is shared rather than dedicated, speeds may be
significantly decreased by one’s neighbors’ simultaneous use of their cable modems. Comcast is actively
investing in adding more fiber into its network, running fiber deeper into Seattle neighborhoods to
increase system reliability and capacity. Comcast is also expanding its network to reach further into the
part of Beacon Hill and Central Area where its system is not deployed.

e CenturyLink: Provides service to 53% of Seattle, offering service in parts of all neighborhoods. Service is
provisioned over a fiber network which provides symmetrical internet service speed up to 1 Gigabit.
CenturyLink is Seattle traditional telephone company and has its original telephone (copper) network
serving 100% of Seattle. Starting in 2015 CenturyLink invested in upgrading much of its legacy network to
fiber. Since that original fiber build, CenturyLink has not increased its footprint but has continued to make
fiber upgrades within the footprint.

e Wave: Provides service to 12% of Seattle, covering neighborhood areas of Capitol Hill, Beacon Hill, the
Central District, Queen Anne, Eastlake and the International District. Like Comcast, service is provisioned
over an HFC network which provides asymmetrical internet service speed up to 1 Gigabit and Wave has
continued to incorporate innovations in electronics and upgrade their infrastructure to keep up with
increasing user demands.

e Wave G: A subsidiary company of Wave that uses a fiber network to provide internet service to MDUs and
businesses. Wave G service is not available to single family residence home. The fiber system provides
symmetrical service from 100 Mbps to Gigabit service. Wave G service is expanding through contract with
Seattle MDU building owners. Service is available in over 200 buildings in the Downtown Seattle, Capitol
Hill, Central, Ballard, and Queen Anne areas.

Fixed-Wireless Internet Service

e Atlas Networks: Seattle’s only remaining local ISP, operating out of Belltown. It uses a fixed-wireless
network to provide symmetrical Gigabit internet service to MDUs; Atlas service is not available to single
family residence home at this time. Their fiber/Ethernet based system provides symmetrical Gigabit
services. Atlas service is expanding through contract with Seattle MDU building owners. Service is
available in over 250 buildings in the Downtown Seattle, Industrial District, Capitol Hill, First Hill, Fremont,
Queen Anne, and International District areas.

e Google Fiber Webpass: Uses a fixed-wireless network to provide symmetrical Gigabit services internet
service to MDUs. Google Fiber Webpass service is not available to single family residence home. The fiber
system provides symmetrical Gigabit services. Google Fiber Webpass service is expanding through
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contract with Seattle MDU building owners. Service is available in over 80 buildings in the Queen Anne,
Capitol Hill, and Downtown Seattle area.

Cellular Internet Service (4G LTE / 5G)

Seattle residents have internet access available via cellular service from three (3) primary providers, AT&T, T-
Mobile/Sprint, and Verizon. The providers operate using networks that are comprised of wireless facility
infrastructure owned and managed either by the service provider, leased from a neutral-host network owner, or
some combination of the two. Comcast is also offering a wireless phone service, using spectrum leased from a
wireless carrier.

Residents have wireless internet connectivity through cellular networks on data plans purchased from their cell
phone service provider. Smartphone users can also avoid using their limited cellular data plan by accessing the
internet through Wi-Fi networks that are providing access from a wireline connection in a specific area. Cell
service is mobile, whereas Wi-Fi service is limited to the signal range of the Wi-Fi equipment.

Seattle wireless cellular provider systems currently offer 4G LTE services and are evolving to the next generation
of wireless networks (“5G”). Unlike prior generations of wireless service, 5G networks will not replace 4G
networks; 4G LTE will remain available as 5G networks are deployed offering new technologies that will enable
ultra-high speed, low latency connectivity and hyper efficient ‘self-healing’ networks.

5G networks are in the infancy stage in Seattle. Each service provider has a unique combination of technologies
that will constitutes their “5G” networks, but all service models have the same goal of increasing the connectivity
capacity and speeds wireless networks can offer. Once 5G networks are more fully developed, 5G wireless service
is projected to allow for mobile internet connectivity comparable to a highspeed wireline internet connection. If
achieved, and if mobile data plans did not include restrictive data caps, this ultra-fast cellular service would
provide residents with a truly competitive internet options to traditional wireline options.

Cellular wireless networks are engineered to deliver outdoor mobile connectivity and cell signals can be degraded
and weakened indoors. This is particularly an issue in large multi-dwelling unit buildings where indoor amplifiers
and signal repeaters may be installed to provide reliable indoor cell phone technology.

Wi-Fi Internet Access

Public Services: Wi-Fi provides an opportunity for those with devices to connect to the internet, as well as other
fixed devices in a location to connect (e.g. public computer/information terminals). For low-income residents
(especially housing insecure), publicly available Wi-Fi may be their only source of available internet. Lower-income
residents with limited data and pay-as-you-go plans use public wi-fi to extend their access to internet when their
service is used up, throttled, or they cannot afford more data. Wi-Fi locations are also reported to serve as
communication lifelines for those fleeing domestic violence or similar situations where other internet availability
is limited or they need to get online in a safer, more anonymous environment.

Wi-Fi internet requires a connection back to a modem and provider, either via fixed line (e.g. fiber), point-to-point
wireless, or via cellular service (e.g. mobile Wi-Fi communications vehicles or personal loaner hotspots/Mi-Fi
devices or phone hotspot sharing). Some locations provide extended Wi-Fi coverage through mesh networks or
stringing a line of access points (e.g. via cabling down a corridor or wireless connections — which also reduces
throughput). During COVID-19, some temporary housing and community service organizations found that Wi-Fi in
a community room did not provide sufficient signal for students to fully connect from rooms down the hall or up a
floor. This would require additional infrastructure.
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e Internet at Public Facilities: Public Wi-Fi is currently provided at 76 specific sites in the City of Seattle.
Appendix C includes a map displaying the locations. This includes all libraries, 26 Parks and Recreation
Community Centers, Dakota Place, City Hall Seattle Center, King St Station Office of Arts and Cultural
Affairs, Justice Center and other city facilities. Seattle Public Library (SPL) is planning to upgrade their Wi-
Fi system, including enhancements for external Wi-Fi. They project to be completed by year end. The
Seattle Parks and Recreation (SPR) Community Center facilities provide internet inside buildings with
some exterior bleed out of the coverage near entryways. SPL also provides computer terminals at all sites.
Seattle Parks and Recreation provides a single computer terminal at most community centers. Monthly
use of Wi-Fi averaged above 48,000 connections per month last year. The federal Veterans Administration
hospital and medical grounds on Beacon Hill does not currently provide public Wi-Fi. We have not
surveyed other federal and non-City public facilities.

e Education campuses: Seattle Public Schools provide Wi-Fi access to students inside their buildings. During
COVID-19, they have amplified the signals to provide extended service further from building entries. This
is not as robust as the Wi-Fi on campus for the University of Washington, Seattle Colleges, and other
private colleges. The Seattle Schools and higher education locations are currently configured to provide
access to students and staff only.

e Internet at Community Based Organizations and Anchor Institutions: The Wi-Fi available at community-
based organizations is usually provided in learning areas, community rooms and similar limited interior
spaces for use by clients and/or low-income housing building residents. The City’s Access for All cable
broadband sites have been a valuable source of internet to provide this access, though we do not have
confirmation from the companies and recipient organizations that all sites are receiving the full business
service with updated modems. During COVID-19, these infrastructure issues have emerged: shelter and
temporary housing facilities need additional access points installed to reach client rooms or other spaces,
exterior coverage is seldom provided currently though the need increased with COVID-19, and we do not
collect data currently to identify which sites and to what extent coverage is provided. Organization staff
without qualified IT staff are not trained to measure speed and to adjust wiring and access points to
facilitate coverage. Complaints of slow speed can be the result of interior Wi-Fi set up and building issues
rather than the broadband connection and service. There is an opportunity going forward to improve
tracking of these sites’ Wi-Fi service and to assist these organizations in improving Wi-Fi service quality
and coverage. Health clinics and hospitals’ Wi-Fi availability has not been mapped.

Private Services During COVID-19, Comcast opened up the commercial segment of its system Wi-Fi spots for
public use. This system has been a useful resource but requires users to be in close proximity and to distinguish
between the public network and their private network with the same name, and availability is dependent on
businesses keeping their modems on. A City agreement with Wave provided outdoor public Wi-Fi at 23™ & Union
and 23 & Cherry. These locations may still be operative, but the agreement expired in 2019, and there is no
current guarantee of service. Wi-fi is also provided in the interior of some stores, such as Starbucks and
McDonalds, but there is no current reliable mapping of these sites and expectations of purchases limits use.
Anecdotally, we have also heard of building owners adding Wi-Fi (e.g. in South Park). Partnering with existing
properties and planned developments, especially in Equitable Development, CDBG, Community Reinvestment Act
funding and similar investments provides an opportunity to expand area coverage.

Other Technologies Supporting Improved Internet Connectivity

The digital economy continues to drive innovation and improvements to high-speed internet connectivity.
Notable emerging technologies include Satellite Internet, Wi-Fi 6, CBRS, G.Fast, 10G Platform, and Microsoft
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Airband. Advancements through these technologies are being monitored and explored with IFA planning to
ensure the array of available options are considered as solutions to meet diverse connectivity needs across the
City, and to promote competitive consumer choices.

o Satellite Internet: Satellite internet technology has historically had three challenges to providing high-
speed, reliable internet service: signal latency, bandwidth limitations, and high deployment (and service)
costs. These challenges are being addressed by companies like Starlink, Kuiper, and OneWeb investing to
deploy Low earth orbit (LEO) satellites with greatly reduced latency (from 600+ ms to 25+ ms) and
deployment costs (from 22K mile to 1.2K mile orbits). Latency for 4G networks averages around 50ms and
5G could potentially reach 1ms. While satellite broadband service is targeted to serve the large global
populations without access to traditional broadband infrastructure, it will also target connectivity for
transportation systems including aircraft, boats and land vehicles, and could prove a viable future option
for urban customers as well. Starlink (operated by SpaceX) has launched 597 satellites and reports
needing between 400 and 800 satellites in orbit to begin to roll out minimal coverage. Starlink targets to
offer private beta service in August 2020 with Seattle as a potential beta market. Kuiper (operated by
Amazon) received FCC approval in July 2020 to deploy and operate a constellation of 3,236 satellites.
There is no target date for offering service. OneWeb has launched 74 satellites to date and has applied
with the FCC to launch a constellation of up to 48,000 satellites.

e Wi-Fi 6: Wi-Fi 6 is the industry name for the Wi-Fi standard 802.11ax that launched in 2019 and
introduced significant improvements to improve home Wi-Fi performance. The improvements primarily
come from smarter ways to handle requests for connectivity from multiple devices. Wi-Fi 6 will improve
each user’s average speed by at least four times in congested areas with a lot of connected devices, which
will be beneficial in residences and businesses with a lot of devices connected to Wi-Fi, or those living in a
dense apartment complex. Wi-Fi 6 requires purchase of new routers designed to take advantage of
improved speeds and throughput.

e CBRS: Citizens Broadband Radio Service (CBRS) refers to spectrum in the 3.5 GHz to 3.7 GHz range that
the FCC has designated for sharing among three tiers of users: incumbent users, priority access license
(PAL) users and general authorized access (GAA) users. The GAA tier is unlicensed spectrum that users can
access for free as long as they do not interfere with incumbents or licensees. Wireless carriers are
expected to incorporate CBRS to enhance their networks with mid-band spectrum, especially in dense
urban areas. Both wireless carriers and cable companies could use CBRS to deliver fixed wireless access
internet services. Businesses and large enterprises will be able to use the spectrum to potentially build
their own 4G or 5G private wireless networks. CBRS is also expected to outperform Wi-Fi for in-building
use.

e G.Fast: G.Fast technology increases the internet speed capacity, up to Gigabit service, that can be
delivered over a building’s legacy telephone service copper wiring. The technology is a solution developed
to upgrade services in older multi dwelling unit buildings (MDUs); it is not used for single family
residences. G.Fast requires a direct fiber connection to the building and each building must be assessed to
determine whether a G.Fast solution is viable based on the condition of the interior copper wiring to
units. There are currently no Seattle MDUs using this technology. Seattle IT tracks its evolution and works
to get information to older building owners through the IT’s Build for Broadband (B4B) Initiative. The B4B
webinar on G.FAST TECHNOLOGY is available here.

e 10G Platform: 10G is the cable broadband technology platform that can handle more data from more
devices 10 times faster than today’s fastest cable broadband networks. The foundation for 10G
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technology already exists with the capacity of the cable networks that now deliver 1 GB speeds to homes
and businesses. The cable industry has developed the new DOCSIS 4.0 standard for delivering broadband
across hybrid fiber-coaxial networks. The current DOCSIS 3.1 standard provides for one-tenth of the
download speed to be provided as upload—meaning a 100 Mbps download product typically has a 10
Mbps upload speed. DOCSIS 4.0 will be able to deliver as much as 6 Gbps upload speeds to go along with
the 10 Gbps download speeds. This would allow a cable company to offer a symmetrical 1 Gbps
bandwidth product — something that is not possible today and that puts cable networks at a disadvantage
compared to fiber networks.

e Microsoft Airband: The Airband Initiative focuses on technology utilizing unused broadcast frequencies
between TV channels (known as TV white spaces) to help deliver enhanced connectivity coverage in
locations where laying cables isn’t possible, or that face challenging geographies and low populations.
Airband targets to eliminate the rural broadband gap and Microsoft aims to expanding high-speed
internet to 3 million Americans living in unserved areas by 2022.

City and other Government Owned Fiber Infrastructure

Since 1996, the City has formed a fiber partnership with approximately 20 other government and public education
agencies and has installed, manages and maintains 740 miles of municipally owned fiber from Tolt Dam and Cedar
Falls to Olympic to Snohomish County Paine Field and Administration Building in Everett. Seattle continues to
engage experienced commercial Internet Service Providers, exploring opportunities for improved Internet access
in the city. These providers can lease unused fiber optic cable owned by the City of Seattle, known as "dark fiber",
to help expand their service.
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Resources

The Resolution requests that the Action Plan include a discussion of resources including “A budget estimating the
public and private resources required to implement the Action Plan efficiently, which may include experienced
consultants to assist the Seattle Information Technology Department”.

The City will pursue public-private and philanthropic contributions, future federal funding opportunities (assuming
internet access is an eligible expense, as it is in the CARES Act), and state funding to provide devices and/or
funding for internet service and skills training.

As this is an initial report, the City will need to conduct additional outreach with philanthropic and private
partners to discuss the resources needed for relevant Action Plan strategies. At this time, the City is looking at the
financing of relevant Action Plan items as they fit into one of the three categories below:

1. Existing resources in budget.
2. Requires additional time to complete resource estimate for new action.

3. Funding for Action Plan items leverages our philanthropic partnerships.

Key items from the Action Plan are summarized into these categories in the tables
below:

Action Description
Plan Item P
Ramp up the City’s outreach and engagement about low-income 1 Existing resources
11 programs for residents and nonprofits. in budget
1.4 Explore one-stop portal for enrollment/verification in all low- 2 Requires
income programs, including access to internet (using Affordable additional time to
Seattle model/website). complete resource
estimate for new
action
2.1 The Seattle Public Library will deploy Wi-Fi 6 outside all branches 1 Existing resources
in Q4-2020. in budget
23 Develop GIS Mapping Application for public Wi-Fi. land 2 Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action
2.6 Partner with Seattle Public Schools to increase hotspot devices 3 Leveraging our
available for distribution to students to enable remote learning. philanthropic
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2.7

28

2.11

2.13

2.14

2.15

2.16

2.17

Partner with Seattle Public Library to expand the hotspot devices
program to address high-priority resident needs.

Upgrade Wi-Fi access points in Seattle Parks & Recreation

Community Centers.

Support a Seattle Community Cellular Network.

Explore mobile public Wi-Fi buses or vans in strategic locations at
strategic times.

Examine expansion of HSD Social Connectivity tablet distribution
pilot to include Wi-Fi hotspots.

Develop proposal to strategically deploy more public Wi-Fi in
digital equity zones.

Explore a digital version of the Adopt-A-Highway program to fund
publicly available Wi-Fi.

Explore development of sponsored internet kiosk program.

2and 3

1and?2

2

partners

Leveraging our
philanthropic
partners

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Leveraging our
philanthropic
partners

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action
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2.20

3.3

3.4

4.3

4.4

5.1
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Explore feasibility of providing City fiber backhaul to strategic
low-income housing locations to support free or low-priced fixed
wireless internet service to residents.

Support a model for low-income housing buildings to provide an
activated high-speed internet service connection to all units.

Continue effective, scalable programs that address adoption
barriers beyond internet access, such as digital literacy and
devices.

Support digital navigators through a train-the-trainer model to
provide 1:1 device, connectivity, and technology support.

Partner with a nonprofit organization or foundation to manage an

“Internet for All fund”.

Develop a device and internet hotspot sponsorship program.

Review implementation of the “Project and Construction
Coordination” policy to evaluate installation of conduit/fiber for
projects in the right-of-way management system

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Existing resources
in budget

Requires
additional time to
complete resource
estimate for new
action

Leveraging our
philanthropic
partners

Leveraging our
philanthropic
partners

Existing resources
in budget

The table above reflects Action Plan items seeking to bolster the already significant City efforts to promote digital
equity and inclusion. The following table lists many of these current efforts:
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Current City of Seattle Digital Equity Initiatives

Depts.
leading the
initiative

ITD

ITD
/SPR/FAS/
ARTS/CEN/
SPL

ITD

ITD

ITD

OED/ITD

OED

SPL

SPL

HSD

HSD

Focus area

Digital skills, devices for individuals, devices for
organizations, public internet access for participants,
some internet for individuals.

Public internet access — Wi-Fi

Internet for organizations for access & training

Low-cost internet programs for low-income
residents

Data on skills, internet, devices, applications, and
barriers to use

Digital access, literacy, and career development for
unemployed workers and youth.

Skills and devices

Internet for individuals

Internet, digital skills, public computers

Internet, digital skills, public computers

Devices, skills, internet

Initiative/Program Name

Technology Matching Fund

Public internet access provided via Wi-Fi
and computer kiosks

‘Access for All’ Program

Low-Cost Internet Outreach

Technology Access & Adoption
Community research and Digital Skill Sets
for Diverse Users Research

‘Digital Bridge’ for unemployed workers
and ‘YTECH Digital Pathways’

GrowHire Healthcare Foundations
Training, STEEP, WorkSource System
Alignment, Seattle Jobs Initiative, Youth
Employment Grants, Digital Skills intake
and assessment project

Hotspot Loan Program

Student and Workforce Development
Support

Senior Center technology labs and training
programs; aging network provider
technical assistance

Devices for older clients, devices for
homebound clients programs, City Surplus
Computer program, youth employment
and development programs, Food Access
Opportunity Fund, and Utility Discount
Program outreach
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HSD Digital equity and inclusion
ARTS Devices, Skills
OFM Advocacy
ARTS Digital skills, public computers for artist use
CEN Digital Skills
OED/SDHR/  Digital Skills
OIRA
OIRA Outreach
OIRA Digital skills, devices for program
OIRA Advocacy
Implementation

Community Guide to Accessible Meetings
and Events and Language Line
Interpretation Application Pilot

Grants for community-based
organizations and individual artists that
support digital access-type classes
Seattle Music Commission's Youth +
Community Committee

Artist Support Programs

Seattle Center Digital Studio

In-Language Call Center

Community Outreach & Engagement and
Language Access

Ready to Work Program

New Citizens Program and Immigrant and
Refugee Commission

The Seattle Information Technology Department (ITD) is the lead department for the Internet for All initiative.
This work aligns closely with the City’s current Digital Equity Plan to address digital skills training, internet
connectivity, devices, and technical support. Implementation will be coordinated by ITD’s Digital Equity Team and
supported by staff from ITD, as well as other departments throughout the city. The Digital Equity Team will be
responsible for meeting regularly with project leads to monitor progress on the strategies and actions, and to
report regularly to City stakeholders on progress.
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Evaluations

The resolution requests a plan to implement both a near-term process evaluation, to ensure effective
implementation of Internet for All Seattle, and a long-term outcomes evaluation to assess the effectiveness of

Internet for All Seattle once implemented.

e The process evaluation should provide suggestions for improvements so that corrective action can be
taken to maximize the opportunities for successful implementation.

e The outcome evaluation should describe lessons learned that can be made available to other cities so that
Internet for All can benefit other parts of the State of Washington and the nation.

Evaluating Outcomes

In a subsequent report provided to the Transportation and Utilities Committee, Seattle IT (ITD) will provide near
and long-term baseline metrics and performance measures for the effective implementation of the Action Plan
objectives. The baseline metrics include connectivity, devices, and digital skills training. The team will consult with
stakeholders and partners to determine available, reliable, and sustainable measurements. As part of the City’s
strategy, ITD is proposing development of an online dashboard, along with GIS mapping, to show progress
towards universal internet adoption.

Internet for All Dashboard with GIS Mapping

e Use online dashboard to allow the City and its partners to effectively monitor implementation through
analysis of census tract data for households without internet, data from the 2018 Technology Access and
Adoption Study, feedback from community-based organizations and stakeholders, internet sign-up data
from Seattle Public Schools, and requested aggregated internet sign-up data from internet service
providers.

e Track strategies and actions with status updates occurring quarterly.

Explore feasibility of cloud platform to facilitate data collection from community-based organizations and other
partners.

e Partnering with community-based organizations is a critical component of our strategies and actions.
Closing the remaining internet adoption gap requires targeted outreach, efficient coordination, and a
unified system to measure progress for internet sign-ups, computing devices, and digital skills training.
The City cannot solve a problem with a very specific scope with unreliable data. The City needs to examine
the feasibility of utilizing a platform to track ongoing communication with community-based
organizations, where data can be inputted, and progress can be monitored.
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Appendix A:

Seattle’s history of advancing digital equity and fostering best-in-class internet
infrastructure:

The City of Seattle has been at the forefront of advancing digital equity resources and policies. Because of the
Telecommunication Act, cities are restricted by federal law from regulating internet service. As a result, the City
examines opportunities to incentivize the private market, create public-private partnerships, and work
collaboratively with telecommunication companies and community partners.

The City has recognized the need for high-capacity infrastructure since 2004, when the Mayor and Council first
convened a Task Force, with broad stakeholder representation, to evaluate the City’s “technology future” to
ensure Seattle’s broadband future. Since that time, the City has fostered a regulatory and competitive
environment that has spurred broadband providers to invest in higher-capacity infrastructures throughout
Seattle. The City’s work to foster digital inclusion started even earlier, in 1996, and in 2015 the City launched a

new Digital Equity Initiative to help Seattleites have access to and proficiency using internet-based technologies.

The City has a record of thinking outside-the-box to advance digital equity programs, consumer protections, and
reducing regulatory barriers for the purpose of building more fiber and promoting internet competition.

e The City began its digital equity programs in 1994-5 by enabling residents to contribute content to a
Public Access Network electronic bulletin board and opened the City’s first public computer labs. This was
followed in 1996 by the creation of a Citizens Literacy and Access Fund and a Community Technology
Planner position.

e Since the inception of the Technology Matching Fund in 1997, the program has awarded more than $5.7
million in grants to over 360 projects that support technology access and digital literacy.

e In 1999, the Cable Customer Bill of Rights was enacted to ensure that cable television customers in Seattle
would get competent, responsive service from the cable companies. Seattle is one of a few cities that
have a Cable Customer Bill of Rights for its residents.

e In 2000, the City in collaboration with its Community Technology Advisory Board, developed a set of Goals
for a Technology Healthy Community that led to the first community survey. That survey has been
updated and repeated periodically resulting in a series of Technology Access and Adoption Reports to
inform City and community digital equity strategies. It has been replicated by other cities and helped
inform King County’s first survey in 2019.

e In 2010, the City established the groundwork that would lead to low-income internet discount programs
like Comcast’s Internet Essentials and Wave’s Simply Internet.

e A new Seattle Digital Equity Initiative, under the leadership of the City’s Community Technology Program
staff, pulled together representatives from non-profits, advocates, the private sector, City departments,
education sector, and others to update the city’s digital inclusion plans. The resulting vision and priorities
were released in 2017 and continue to guide strategies to enable greater broadband connectivity and
adoption—in particular for disadvantaged communities and residents.

e Ordinance 123931 (2012): Allowed for the use of excess capacity of the City’s fiber optic cable network to
68

97



@§ Internet for All Seattle Report

support the provision of high-speed internet services.

e Ordinance 124598 (2014): Reduced barriers for new market entrants by removing historical
administrative requirement the City had imposed to create an environment competitive for companies to
build fiber extensively throughout the City. Incentivized new smaller communication cabinets that are
necessary for the delivery of 1 gigabit-per-second (Gbps) service.

e Ordinance 124736 (2015): Modernized the Cable Code to encourage a more competitive cable market.
The update improved competition and customer service by eliminating cable franchise districts in favor of
a more flexible provision that opens the entire City to competition. The code included new requirements
to ensure equity and build-out service to low-income households, enhanced call answering standards and
reporting, and more flexibility and protections for residents and owners living in condos and apartments.

e 2016 Buildout of Wi-Fi in Community Centers: With initial funding support from Google, the City built out
public Wi-Fi inside Parks and Recreation Community Centers.

e The City of Seattle is constantly evaluating the current state of high-quality internet service—assessing the
local and national broadband markets. We relentlessly study broadband options, including a municipal-
owned fiber-to-the-premise internet system, new technologies and opportunities for Seattle to ensure
that high-quality internet service is available to all Seattle residents and businesses.

o 2017: Facilitating Equitable Access to Wireless Broadband Services in Seattle

2015: Fiber-to-the-Premises Report

2011: Seattle Community Broadband Initiative

2009: Benefits Beyond the Balance Sheet: Quantifying the Business Case for FTTP in Seattle

2008: Evaluation of Potential Risks and Benefits of Municipal Broadband

2008: Broadband Telecommunications Report

2007: Financial Feasibility of Building and Operating a Fiber Network in the City of Seattle

O O O O O O

Appendix B:
Seattle Public Schools Survey Data to OSPI

Estimates reported from Seattle Public Schools to Office of Superintendent of Public Instruction (OSPI) for the
week of May 17th through May 23rd:

https://public.tableau.com/profile/achievement.data.hiddent#!/vizhome/ServicesProvidedDuringSchoolClosures/
Notes?publish=yes

Questions SPS Response
1 | Average number of devices needed per student (calculated) 3
2 | Average number of personal hotspots needed per student (calculated) .18
3 | Prior to the school closure, what percentage of your staff do you estimate had a 85%
district-issued device they could take home?
4 | Prior to the school closure, what percentage of your students do you estimate 15%
had a district-issued device they could take home?
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5 | Tofill one part of the gap, how many personal hotspots do you estimate are 1000
needed for staff (cellular service is available, but not broadband internet)?

6 | Tofill one part of the gap, how many personal hotspots do you estimate are 10000
needed for students (cellular service is available, but not broadband internet)?

7 | Tofill the gap, how many additional devices do you estimate are needed for 800
staff use?

8 | To fill the gap, how many additional devices do you estimate are needed for 17000
student use?

9 | What percentage of your staff do you estimate currently have a device (district- 90%
issued or owned by the staff) at home that is adequate for online learning?

10 | What percentage of your staff do you estimate currently have a district-issued 85%
device to use at home?

11 | What percentage of your staff do you estimate have reliable broadband (high- 90%
speed) internet connectivity adequate to support synchronous online learning
(real-time video) from home?

12 | What percentage of your students do you estimate currently have a device 75%
(district-issued or owned by the student) at home that is adequate for online
learning?

13 | What percentage of your students do you estimate currently have a district- 50%
issued device to use at home?

14 | What percentage of your students do you estimate have reliable broadband 75%
(high-speed) internet connectivity adequate to support synchronous online
learning (real-time video) from home?

Seattle Public Schools Enrollment Data

Source: https://www.seattleschools.org/district/district_quick_facts

53,627 Total Enrollment
28.5% 15,284 SPS Free and Reduced-Price Meal Eligible Students
20.6% 11,047 Non-English Speaking Background
11.7% 6,274 English Language Learners
13.7% 7,347 Special-Education
10.2% 5,470 Advanced Learner
9.0% 4,826 Highly Capable
4.1% 2,199 Experiencing Homelessness
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How does Seattle’s 2018 Technology Access and Adoption Study compare with
other survey data?

The data aligns closely with the 2018 American Community Survey
(ACS) & 2019 King County Technology Access and Use Study.

Computers and Internet Use Estimates from the 2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates for Seattle, WA

Total Households 323,446 Less than $20,000

With a computer 305,353  94.4% Ot s LRI 25204  64.2%
subscription

With broadband of any 287 449 38.9% ° W|th0t.1t :.:m internet 13916  35.4%

type subscription

With Smartphone 274,621 84.9% $20,000 to $74,999

Desktop or laptop 289,870  89.6% * With a broadband internet 88,739 84.5%
subscription

Broadba.nd such.as cable, 264,079 81.6% ° W|th0t.1t :.:m internet 15923  15.2%

DSL, or fiber optic subscription

Cellular data plan 232,893 72.0% $75,000 or more

With . . .

ithout an internet 35 349 10.9% e With a broadband internet 173,506 96.8%

subscription subscription
e Without an internet

o 5510 3.1%
subscription

2019 King County Technology Access and Use Study?®
The study combined survey data from the King County Broadband Technology Access and Use Study (2019)

with the City of Seattle’s Technology Access and Adoption Study (2018). A total of 8,183 surveys were collected
across both research efforts. King County: 3,868 surveys | Seattle: 4,315 surveys

96% 817,034 Households with internet access
Households

4% 34,043 Households without internet access
Households

89% Households with fixed broadband subscription (cable, DSL, etc.)

4% Cellular data plan with no other type of internet subscription

98% Internet Access in Home — Children in Household

94% Internet Access in Home — People of Color and Native People

94% Internet Access in Home — Living in MDU

93% Internet Access in Home — Older Adults (65+)

87% Internet Access in Home — Language other than English

26 https://www.kingcounty.gov/~/media/depts/it/services/cable/202002-Broadband-Access-Study.ashx?la=en
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87% Internet Access in Home — Living with a Disability
81% Internet Access in Home — Low-Income (at or below 135% FPL)
81% Internet Access in Home — Insecure Housing (Insecurely Housed or Homeless)

91% With desktop or laptop
91% With Smartphone
1% No device/computer

Comparing internet and computer data between Seattle, King County, Washington
State, and U.S. (2018 American Community Survey 5-year Estimates):

Computers and Internet Use Estimates from the 2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates

Seattle King County = Washington State u.S.
Broadband of any type 88.9% 90.2% 86.5% 80.4%
Cellular data plan 72.0% 73.2% 65.7% 57.8%
Broadband (cable, DSL, or fiber) 81.6% 82.3% 75.3% 67.9%
Without an internet subscription 10.9% 9.5% 13.1% 19.1%
Less than $20,000
e With a broadband internet subscription 64.2% 66.5% 63.3% 54.2%
e Without an internet subscription 35.4% 32.9% 36.0% 45.3%
$20,000 to $74,999
e With a broadband internet subscription 84.5% 85.6% 83.0% 77.5%
e Without an internet subscription 15.2% 14.0% 16.4% 21.9%
$75,000 or more
e With a broadband internet subscription 96.8% 96.9% 95.6% 93.7%
e Without an internet subscription 3.1% 2.9% 4.2% 6.0%
Desktop or laptop 89.6% 88.9% 84.8% 77.9%
Smartphone 84.9% 84.7% 79.7% 75.9%
No Computer 5.6% 5.1% 7.3% 11.2%
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Appendix C: Maps

Seattle Cable Internet Service Map
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City of Seattle Public Access Technology Sites Map
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Appendix D: American Community Survey Data
ACS Broadband Ranking by Cities

In 2013, the Census Bureau began collecting data measuring internet adoption as part of the annual American
Community Survey (ACS). Using the most recent ACS One Year Estimates, the National Digital Inclusion Alliance?’
tabulated household internet subscription? data for 2018, ranking 623 communities. Seattle ranks first and third,
among all cities in America with at least 250,000 households, for the lowest household percentages of the two
categories— households without broadband of any type and households without cable, DSL, or fiber broadband.
Note that these findings cover overall subscription, and do not include analysis of subpopulation differences.

Households without broadband of any type ASUSEEIES WHLNEE EElsl(s, [P, G il ey
broadband

1. SanJose, CA—-6.89% 22,576/327,848 1. Seattle, WA-17.17% 58,030/338,002
2. San Diego, CA—-7.13% 36,619/513,698 2. SanlJose, CA—17.65% 57,873/327,848
3. Seattle, WA - 8.65% 29,222/338,002 3. San Diego, CA—18.34% 94,219/513,698
4. Austin, TX—8.78% 34,271/390,395 4. San Francisco, CA —19.94% 72,347/362,827
5. Portland, OR -9.43% 25,796/273,607 5. Austin, TX—20.60% 80,411/390,395
6. Charlotte, NC—10.21% 34,282/335,918 6. Charlotte, NC—22.02% 73,963/335,918
7. Nashville-Davidson, TN —0.26%  27,985/272,826 7. Portland, OR-22.33% 61,089/273,607
8. Fort Worth, TX —10.82% 33,355/308,188 8. Denver, CO —22.40% 69,502/310,324
9. San Francisco, CA —10.95% 39,722/362,827 9. Boston, MA —23.36% 64,170/274,674
10.Denver, CO — 11.25% 34,916/310,324 10. Washington, DC — 24.42% 70,206/287,476

27 https://www.digitalinclusion.org/worst-connected-2018/

28 ACS data is not an indication of the availability of home broadband service, but rather of the extent to which households are actually
connected to it.
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Appendix E: COVID-19 Digital Equity Response

City of Seattle’s Recent Activity Related to COVID-19 Response to Support Digital
Literacy, Internet Access & Adoption

e Digital Bridge Program: 200 refurbished laptops and 100 Wi-Fi hotspots with 1 year of service provided to
COVID-19 impacted unemployed workers in retraining programs. 100 Comcast and Wave 1-year services
agreements complete the fill laptop/internet needs.

e Internet access for student families in Chinatown International District.

e Supported OED-led effort in distributing refurbished laptops or desktops to assist displaced workers.

e Assisted staff for LIHI’s Bitter Lake Facility in getting low-cost cable TV connections to its resident rooms.

e Facilitating laptop donations to the Big-Brained Superheroes Club, an after-school program supporting
immigrant and refugee students.

e Created low-cost internet programs flyers reflecting’60 days free’ COVID-19 offers translate into the City’s
top-6 languages for key communications (Amharic, Traditional Chinese, Korean, Somali, Spanish, and
Vietnamese). SIT, DON and OIRA collaborated on widening dissemination and promotion of the
information to diverse communities.

e Assisted 10 families to sign up for Wave’s Simply Internet program while at the Beacon Hill International
School’s COVID-19 Response Team for a family support event.

e Sent 900 letters to Seattle residents new to the Utility Discount Program (UDP), who indicated they don’t
have internet services, to inform them of their eligibility for low-cost internet programs and how to apply
for the programs.

e (Collaborated with King County to exchange status reports and identify joint action opportunities for
computer and broadband resources.

e Publicized telecom providers’ pledge commitments to ‘Keep Americans Connected’.

e (Coordinated with MO, Comcast, SDOT and SCL to review and address a Comcast request to expedite
permits identified as high priority to meet increased broadband capacity needs in certain areas and at
certain government/medical facilities.

e Worked with SHA’s Education Engagement Specialist for buildings in the Yesler Terrace redevelopment
zone to alert the building residents to the new low-cost internet service option available with Wave's
Internet First program.

e Updated the City’s Affordability portal to include revised Wave and Comcast offerings and two additional
options for mobile internet and refurbished computers.

e (Collaborated with Mary’s Place, Comcast, and Seattle Schools to address needs for improving internet
access for students.

e Provided 500 printed sets of low-cost internet program flyers, in English and the City’s tier one languages,
for inclusion in the pre-event packets distributed for Big Day of Play throughout the City.
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Appendix F: Digital Equity Plan Review from Other cities

Bring affordable connectivity to affordable housing communities San Francisco
Expand city-owned Wi-Fi hotspots. Long Beach
Open Internet connections subsidized by the federal E-Rate program. Long Beach
Pilot a mobile hotspot and device checkout initiative in under-served communities. Long Beach
Expand free-to-low cost technology and Internet access available to low-income Long Beach

parents with children to all low-income Long Beach residents who qualify.
Negotiate with 5G providers to deploy infrastructure in Long Beach with a priority on | Long Beach
communities with low Internet adoption rates.
Elevate the priority placed on residential connectivity in Long Beach’s Master Fiber Long Beach
Plan.
Leverage the network shared by public institutions to extend free Wi-Fi service into Portland
low-income Neighborhoods
Leverage city/county assets and regulatory authority to incent broadband providers | Portland
to expand low-cost Internet access.

Design and implement an affordable housing digital equity pilot project. Portland
Design and implement a digital equity pilot project for the homeless community. Portland
Develop a strategy for funding Internet services, devices and training in affordable Portland
housing projects.
Expand municipal broadband infrastructure as needed to reach into low- and San Antonio
moderate-income neighborhoods and communities.
Expand free Wi-Fi networks San Antonio
Expand Access to Affordable Home Internet and Computer Hardware District of
Columbia
Engage ISPs and utilities to address equity Louisville
Ensure public buildings serve as service backstops Louisville
Direct the City Manager to develop an overall Three Year Roadmap to include Kansas City

increasing Digital Equity Access within the City. The Roadmap should address the
three elements of Access, with emphasis on infrastructure for advancing a wireless
network. The elements are: Broadband Infrastructure — Wireless/Wired, Device,
Training on Basic Usage

Establishment of a program to provide free Internet services for recipients of Minor | Kansas City
Home Repair & Weatherization Program benefits

Awareness ‘

Expand and promote low-cost Internet options San Francisco
We will work with CCS students to explore ways to increase service delivery Detroit
adoption of low-cost internet programs
Marketing campaign on digital inclusion programs Austin
Leverage digital inclusion partners’ networks to promote digital inclusion Austin
Integrate digital inclusion programs into online digital portals Austin
Promote existing resources. Long Beach
Increase Public Education and Awareness Efforts District of
Columbia
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Work with Community Partners to sign eligible families up for low-cost home Louisville
internet plans
Three Year Roadmap promoting the use of the Internet for Education within the City. | Kansas City

Connect the three pillars: relevant content and services, hardware, and digital
literacy

Salt Lake City

Create a pipeline for device refurbishment and redistribution

San Francisco

families

human I-T is a nonprofit, social enterprise that focuses on collecting, refurbishing, Detroit

and redistributing surplus technology

We are working with the State and Poverty Solutions to develop a surplus Detroit
technology policy proposal that will ensure Michigan technology stays in Michigan to

address Michigan’s digital divide

Promote device refurbishment programs to provide inexpensive devices to low- Austin
income residents.

Expand participation of business, government and residents in computer recycling Portland
programs that repurpose devices for use by low-income residents.

Increase capacity of electronics donations programs San Antonio
Provide low cost options for home computer purchases San Antonio
Encourage businesses to donate used devices to help bridge gap Louisville
Find partners to create computer refurbishment and repair clinics Louisville
Work with Government and Community Partners to get computers to in-need Louisville

Digital Skills |

Recruit knowledgeable individuals within the community to provide small group or Austin

one on one sessions of training

Identify target communities to understand their unique digital literacy needs Austin

Provide diverse language offerings for digital literacy training Austin

Promote Digital Literacy: 1) Free technology training and IT support, 2) Provide one- | Long Beach

on-one digital literacy training, and 3) Tech centers in digitally disconnected

communities.

Expand availability of culturally specific digital literacy curriculum. Portland

Expand basic and intermediate digital skills training San Antonio

Expand Digital Literacy and Advanced Training Programs District of
Columbia

Establish an inventory of local digital literacy efforts Louisville

Facilitate an expansion of digital skills course offerings Louisville

Establishment of a technical assistance hotline for the city website Kansas City

Establish a Digital Equity Innovation Fund

Digital Equity Fund ‘

San Francisco

Form a pool of sponsors

San Francisco

City will convene a core group of funders that have expressed interest in supporting
digital inclusion efforts

Detroit
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Recruit private sponsorships and donors Austin
Digital Equity Fund Boston
Negotiate with 5G carriers to contribute funding to Digital Inclusion initiatives. Long Beach
Expand public and private funding for digital equity focused projects. Portland

Direct the City Manager to establish a Digital Equity Fund, the purpose of which is to | Kansas City
provide annual leveraging allocations for funding to non-profit organizations whose
primary mission is to provide digital connectivity, digital literacy, and other digital
skills. Pursue other funding opportunities for Digital Equity.

Develop funding to support digital equity programs Salt Lake City
Community Engagement \
Community-led innovation challenges: Convene residents and community-based San Francisco

organizations in target neighborhoods to develop digital literacy challenges for pilots
to help solve.

Build technology capacity of community-based organizations San Francisco
Establishing a core group of volunteers from the Detroit community will help in Detroit
virtually every aspect of digital inclusion.

Digital Inclusion. Engage local stakeholders on an implementation committee to Chattanooga

create a game-plan for increasing digital inclusion among all citizens and to offer
everyone the benefits of an increasingly computer and web-based world.

Strengthen the Digital Inclusion Network (DIN) as a diverse, countywide, community- | Portland
based work group to guide, advocate for and support DEAP implementation.

Increase Technology Use by Generating Local Content District of
Columbia

Identification of opportunities to engage the business community and nonprofit Kansas City

partners.

Involve faith-based and community groups to reach people Kansas City

Expansion of the City Employee Volunteer Program to encourage City employees to Kansas City
use City-paid volunteer time to support non-profits engaged in Digital Equity
Engage and include the community (ongoing stakeholder engagement, develop an Salt Lake City
interactive community dashboard or website to access information from the
community and city government)

Develop a Digital Equity Scorecard and Annual Reporting San Francisco
Advance digital inclusion as a Community Advancement Network (CAN) goal that can | Austin
be measured on the Community Dashboard

Facilitate ongoing program evaluation for program and service providers Austin
Create a representative accountability group to oversee and advise on programming. | Austin
Identify City programs that can incorporate meaningful broadband efforts. Long Beach
Collect broadband adoption data. Long Beach
Evaluate programs and implement data-driven policies. Long Beach
Request anonymized aggregate subscription data from service providers to Long Beach

broadband pricing and rate of adoption across the city, as well as maps of current
and planned broadband and/or fiber infrastructure.
Compile connectivity data at Affordable Housing units. Portland
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Digital Inclusion Coalition ‘

Form a coalition for digital equity collaboration and input San Francisco
Create a strong public-private partnership led by a board and executive committee Chattanooga
of Chattanooga’s most highly placed chief executives and civic leaders across the for-
profit, non-profit, institutional, entrepreneurial, and philanthropic sectors.

Engage business, community, neighborhood, and government leaders to take action | Portland
on Digital Equity Action Plan implementation.
Kansas City Coalition for Digital Inclusion Kansas City
Official National Digital Inclusion Alliance Digital Inclusion Coalitions:
Digital Empowerment Community of Austin (DECA)

Charlotte Digital Inclusion Alliance

Kansas City Coalition for Digital Inclusion

Technology Learning Collaborative (Philadelphia)
Portland/Multnomah County Digital Inclusion Network

Inventory and Mapping ‘

Expand existing digital inclusion inventory and mapping resource capabilities. Austin
Develop a system for keeping the inventory and map robust and up-to-date. Austin
Include contractual requirement for broadband providers to provide geodata maps. Long Beach
At service contract stages, broadband providers must commit to provide mapping of
current fiber locations, forecast maps that show where future fiber is planned. This
will help the City align projects with the Dig Once policy and give priority to
infrastructure that promotes digital inclusion.

Create (or locate) web-based inventory of broadband service options (searchable by | Long Beach
address) that identifies lowest cost options for residents
Create and maintain a searchable, web-based database of digital inclusion programs, | Portland
services, activities and training tools for use by community organizations.
Establishment and mapping of a network of community learning centers to ensure Kansas City
that students have access to connectivity, equipment, training and support within
walking distance of their home.

Review programs of City departments and compile a list of programs supporting the | Kansas City
goals of the Digital Equity Strategic Plan

Partnerships
The issues and opportunities at the core of technology, gig bandwidth, and Chattanooga
entrepreneurship today are as much national and global as they are local. While
Chattanooga has begun to play in larger arenas, urgent attention must be given to
ramping up our potential to attract, solidify, and keep new partners in all sectors. An
implementation committee should be named swiftly to continue working with
existing partners and create new strategic partnerships to further our goals.
Multi-sector partnerships for implementation of digital equity strategies Salt Lake City

Advocacy/Policy
Advocate for State Legislation on Equity and Local Control. Long Beach
Support State and Federal legislation that protects consumer privacy and a free and Long Beach
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open Internet.

Partner with Other Local Governments on Federal Issues. Long Beach
Develop a digital equity lens for public officials to use when updating or creating Portland
public policy.

Addition of digital equity provisions in RFPs for Neighborhoods & Housing Services Kansas City
contracts

Addition of digital equity provisions in the Five-Year Consolidated Plan for the Kansas City

Neighborhoods & Housing Services Department
Consider affordable digital connectivity in the City’s Five-Year Consolidated Housing | Kansas City
Plan and Housing Policy and neighborhood Plans
Adoption of a resolution supporting a standard agreement for use when negotiating | Kansas City
with all small cell, wireless communications and Internet service providers that
includes some expectation of contribution to Digital Equity

Require all multi-family housing developers, including the Choice Housing Kansas City
Developments, and public facilities to include digital connectivity in the project

plans.

Dedicate a portion of the revenue for small cell pole attachments and new small cell | Kansas City

freestanding poles to support local non-profits that offer digital literacy training,
refurbish and/or provide low cost equipment, or build networks for low income
residents of Kansas City, Missouri.

Digital Economy \

Support initiatives to assist people from underrepresented populations to prepare Portland
for, find and create jobs in the technology economy.

Support STEAM initiatives for K—12 students. Portland
Create a pathway for careers in the digital economy. San Antonio
Promote and expand STEM education San Antonio
Encourage development of employment-focused digital skills training programs. Louisville
Establishment of a shared online learning center (i.e. the WikiKC Community Kansas City

Learning Center) with local partners to allow citizens to follow an educational and
career path with a user experience that is the same regardless of which partner is
providing the service.

Direct the City Manager to review and confirm home-based business regulations, to | Kansas City
include zoning regulations, business license regulations, and other related
regulations, to ensure compatibility with the current state of the digital economy.
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Appendix G: City Budget Office Memo — City of Seattle Fiber-to-the-
Premises Feasibility Study

S

City of Seattle
City Budget Office
MEMORANDUM
Date: October 29, 2015
To: Seattle City Councilmembers
From: Ben Noble, Director
City Budget Office

Michael Mattmiller, Chief Technology Officer
Department of Information Technology

Subject: Response to broadband pilot

Dear Seattle City Councilmembers,

We write in response to a green sheet that proposes to spend $5 million of General
Fund resources to develop a municipal broadband pilot.

In pursuit of the Mayor's commitment to ensure that high-quality Internet service is
available to all Seattle residents, the Department of Information Technology
commissioned a study on the feasibility of the City building and operating a publicly-
owned, gigabit-speed broadband network. The report, completed by CTC Technology
and Energy, detailed facts about both capital and operational costs. The report and staff
also compared Seattle’s market and broadband infrastructure situation to other cities
that have attempted municipal broadband, and found that Chattanooga, the most often
cited example of a successful outcome, received nearly one-third of all capital build-out
costs from the federal government; such funds are no longer available to municipalities
for this purpose. The expert report and these facts led us to conclude that, at least at
this time, pursuit of a municipal broadband network is not a wise use of limited General
Fund resources.

City Budget Office Tel (206) 684-8160
600 4™ Avenue, 6t Floor Fax (206) 223-0022
PO Box 94747 Ben.Noble@seattle.gov

Seattle, WA 98124
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Page 2

The capital costs required to build such a system range from $500 to $665 million,
depending on variables related to construction; bonding to cover these funds would
consume more than half of all outstanding debt capacity available to the City under
state law. Operational costs, estimated to be in the range of $40 to $55 million annually,
would also likely be difficult to cover from subscriber revenue. Unless a citywide network
achieved a subscriber take-rate higher than the incumbent providers, the system would
require a multi-million dollar General Fund subsidy to support operations, endangering
existing basic government services. The study led to the conclusion that this option
would pose an unacceptably high risk to the City’s finances, particularly given uncertain
revenues from subscribers in a highly competitive market with multiple established
incumbents and delays due to potential legal challenges.

The CTC report also specifically called out pilots as an exercise that generally does not
provide sufficient insight into whether the City could run a cost-effective, self-sustaining
citywide network. Further, a pilot would be subject to the same likelihood of being
challenged in court, adding to the cost and time delays a pilot would take. For these
reasons, and the high risk any ensuing citywide network poses to the City’s and the
taxpayers’ finances, a pilot is not a wise allocation of existing resources at this time.

The Mayor remains committed to expanding access to high-quality Internet service
citywide, and has sponsored a Digital Equity Initiative, already underway under the
leadership of the Community Technology Group in the Department of Information
Technology. The Initiative pulled together representatives from non-profits, advocates,
the private sector, City departments, and others, and continues to work on alternative
strategies to enable greater broadband connectivity and adoption—in particular for
disadvantaged communities and residents. The Mayor expects to receive its report in
the coming months.

Further information about the financial and operational risk of a municipal broadband
network were detailed in June by Budget Director Ben Noble, upon review of the CTC
report, in a memorandum to CTO Mattmiller. That memorandum is attached for
reference.

Cc: Kirstan Arestad
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S

City of Seattle
City Budget Office
MEMORANDUM
Date: June 8, 2015
To: Michael Mattmiller, Director

Seattle Department of Information Technology

From: Ben Noble, Director
City Budget Office

Subject: City of Seattle Fiber-to-the-Premises Feasibility Study

I have had the opportunity to review the recently completed City of Seattle Fiber-to-the-
Premises Feasibility Study and would like to offer the following observations regarding the
potential impact to City finances and the implications for possible paths forward. The
Mayor’s interest in the development of an affordable and accessible broadband network is
clear and unequivocal. As we search for the best strategies for pursuing this goal, we will
need to consider the financial constraints facing the City and the competing priorities for
municipal resources.

Financial Constraints - Debt Capacity Limits and Risk to General Fund Resources
The two most significant financial limitations apply specifically to the contemplated
business model that would rely on subscriber revenues as the funding source to support
the necessary capital investments and ongoing operational expenses of a broadband
network. These constraints relate both to the debt needed to support capital investments
and the risks to the City’s limited operational resources.

Debt Capacity. Statutory limits on the City’s debt capacity and competing demands for the
capacity that remains place very real limits on the City’s ability to finance a broadband
system with General Obligation debt, as anticipated in the financial model presented in the
report. Given the relative uncertainty of the revenue stream to be generated by subscriber
revenues, it is apparent that a pledge of the City’s full faith and credit would be required to
sell the debt needed to finance the necessary capital investment. By state law, debt issued
with such a broad pledge of City resources is limited to 1.5% of the City’s total assessed
value. After accounting for existing outstanding debt and the reserves maintained to
address potential emergencies, the City currently has just over $1 billion of available

capacity.

City Budget Office Tel (206) 684-8160
600 4™ Avenue, 6t Floor Fax (206) 223-0022
PO Box 94747 Ben.Noble@seattle.gov

Seattle, WA 98124
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City of Seattle Fiber-to-the-Premises Feasibility Study
Page 2

With estimated capital costs of between $500 and $665 million, a broadband network
could consume roughly 50 to 65% of the available debt capacity. While technically feasible,
a bond issuance of this scale would significantly constrain the debt capacity available for
such competing priorities as affordable housing, critical public safety facilities maintenance
and upgrades (e.g., the Police Department’s North Precinct) and other infrastructure needs
such as bridges and roadways. Furthermore, issuing this much debt would likely have a
negative impact on the City’s debt rating, and thus increase the borrowing costs for all City
capital projects.

Risk to General Fund Resources. Of potentially greater concern is the financial impact
that a less-than-successful municipal broadband business could have on the City's General
Fund. The report highlights that the City’s entry into the broadband market will face stiff
competition from well-funded incumbents, whose aggressive pricing strategies could
thwart efforts to build a robust subscriber base for a municipal system. The financial
analysis included in the report demonstrates that if the municipal network does not attract
a sufficient subscriber base--an outcome which is more likely than is apparent, as success
would require take-rates rivaling or surpassing those enjoyed by incumbents after years of
large investments--losses could mount quickly. With fixed annual debt service costs of
between $40 and $55 million, the capital investment needed to build a municipal network
presents a substantial operational risk to the General Fund.

If the municipal effort were in fact to falter, the result would be immediate financial
pressure on the City’s General Fund. The General Fund represents the roughly $1.1 billion
in annual resource that support basic City functions such as police, fire, parks and human
services. Any attempt to rescue a faltering municipal effort would necessarily entail
correspondingly large cuts to these and other existing City programs and priorities. The
City’s existing utilities do not create such risks because they are financially separated from
the General Fund, operating as protected monopolies with secure revenue sources. A
municipal broadband system would not enjoy this protection and would not have the
secure revenue streams necessary to be financially independent. Instead, it would be
entering a long-established, competitive marketplace served by multiple incumbents.

While a municipal broadband system is an exciting prospect, it would not be prudent to
pursue a business model that relies solely on subscriber revenues and a pledge of the City’s
full faith and credit to support the necessary debt financing. Such an approach would put
the City's General Fund at significant financial risk should the endeavor falter or fail.

Opportunities

The constraints identified above certainly do not imply that the City cannot play a role in
achieving the Mayor's goal of expanding broadband services city-wide. The report
highlights several other approaches that could help support such an expansion. For
example, the potential to pursue state or federal funding, and to work in conjunction with
the a partner outside of city government could provide necessary resources while reducing
financial risks to the City’s finances and to city residents more generally. It appears that
joint private-public efforts are being pursued elsewhere in the Country, providing cities the
opportunity to achieve broadband policy objectives in a financially sustainable manner.
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City of Seattle Fiber-to-the-Premises Feasibility Study
Page 3

Voter-approved funding for the project could provide another tool to advance the overall
goal of broadband accessibility. Such funding would come in the form of a 60%-majority
vote for long-term municipal debt to be repaid from property taxes. Debt issued in this
form does not count against the limits described above. This approach would indeed limit
risks to the General Fund since some or all of the capital costs would be paid from the levy
and not from operating revenue. However, this would not eliminate the issue of risk
altogether. The public’s obligation to repay such debt via property taxes would remain
whether the broadband business model proved successful or not, and operational costs
could still put financial pressure on the General Fund should subscriber revenue did not
achieve self-sustaining levels. Nonetheless, it is possible that this approach could help
provide the resources needed to leverage other public funding or private capital, in pursuit
of a more robust broadband network.
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Seattle Department of
Transportation: Strategic
Approach to Vehicle Bridge
Maintenance is Warranted

Report Highlights

Background

In this audit we analyzed 77 vehicle bridges that are owned and
maintained by the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT). SDOT
is also responsible for several non-vehicle bridges, and shares
maintenance responsibilities on bridges owned by other entities, such
as the state of Washington. Over the past 14 years, the average
amount SDOT spent on bridge maintenance was $6.6 million annually.

What We Found

The City of Seattle (City) recognizes the need for more investment in
bridge maintenance, but is not spending enough on the upkeep and
preservation of its bridges, and risks becoming out of compliance with
federal regulations. National data show that most Seattle vehicle
bridges are in fair condition (using the federal rating system of good,
fair, and poor), and the condition of the City's bridges has worsened
over the last ten years. We also found legacy practices that affect the
use of SDOT's current maintenance funding.

Recommendations

We identified ways in which the City could better use its current bridge
maintenance resources and remain in compliance with federal
standards. However, to address the issue of aging bridge
infrastructure, SDOT should develop a strategic bridge preservation
program to make the most efficient use of current resources and to
develop more effective plans for future needs.

Department Response

In their response to our report, SDOT stated that they generally
concurred with the report findings (see Appendices A and B).

i

WHY WE DID THIS
AUDIT

The unexpected closure of
the West Seattle High Bridge
in March of 2020 raises
questions about the
adequacy of the City’s
oversight of its bridge
portfolio. Seattle City
Councilmember Alex
Pedersen requested this
audit to assess the physical
condition of and
maintenance investments in
vehicle bridges in Seattle.

HOW WE DID THIS
AUDIT

To accomplish the audit’s
objectives, we reviewed
requirements from the
Federal Highway
Administration, analyzed
National Bridge Inspection
(NBI) data and City of Seattle
financial data, interviewed
knowledgeable SDOT, state,
and federal employees, and
observed SDOT bridge
inspections.

West Seattle High Bridge (left)
and Low Bridge (right)

Seattle Office of City Auditor
David G. Jones, City Auditor
www.seattle.gov/citvauditor 118
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Audit Overview

Background

INTRODUCTION

The unexpected closure of the West Seattle High Bridge in March of
2020 affects the lives and livelihoods of many Seattle residents. This
case raises questions about the City's oversight and upkeep of its
bridge portfolio. To better understand the current inventory,
spending, and practices for maintaining vehicle bridges, Seattle City
Councilmember Alex Pedersen, chair of the City Council’s
Transportation and Utilities Committee, asked us to do an audit of
bridges owned and maintained by the Seattle Department of
Transportation (see Appendix C for the audit request letter).

In their response to our report, the Seattle Department of
Transportation (SDOT) stated that they generally concurred with the
report findings (see Appendix A). We thank SDOT's Roadway
Structures Division and SDOT's Finance and Administration Division
for their cooperation on this audit. We also appreciate the assistance
we received from the Washington State Department of
Transportation and the Federal Highway Administration. The audit
team for this project included Melissa Alderson, Luiza Barbato
Montesanti, Sean DeBlieck, and Jane Dunkel.

Like many jurisdictions, the City of Seattle is facing a critical
stage in the lifecycle of its transportation infrastructure. Many
bridges throughout the United States are nearing the end of their
useful lives, and the consequences of delayed maintenance have left
many jurisdictions with considerable unfunded bridge maintenance
needs. There are 614,000 public bridges in the United States, and the
Federal Highway Administration estimates an annual investment of
$24.6 billion (in 2012 dollars) is needed to eliminate the backlog of
bridge maintenance by the year 2032."

SDOT is responsible for the upkeep and maintenance of a large
and diverse portfolio of bridges. We analyzed 77 vehicle bridges?
that SDOT owns and maintains in Seattle (see Exhibit 1). SDOT is also
responsible for several non-vehicle bridges, and shares maintenance
responsibilities on bridges owned by other entities, such as the state

TIn Appendix E we discuss some promising approaches other jurisdictions are using to incrementally reduce their

infrastructure maintenance backlog.

2 The bridges we analyzed in this audit included all vehicle bridges longer than 20 feet for which SDOT has sole
ownership and maintenance responsibility. Some bridges in Seattle are made up of many parts that are considered
separate bridges from an engineering perspective, and are inspected and rated on their own. The 77 bridges we refer to
in this report uses the engineering definition of a bridge; for example, the West Seattle High Bridge counts for seven

bridges within the 77.
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of Washington. SDOT is also responsible for transportation assets
such as paved streets, sidewalks, areaways, and retaining walls.

Exhibit 1: Major vehicle bridges that SDOT owns and maintains

y Notes: Our analysis includes 77
individual vehicle bridges
identified as being owned and

e . maintained by SDOT. In some
. instances, we combined what

e & SDOT classifies as individual
bridges into one bridge complex.
For instance, SDOT dlivides
the West Seattle High Bridge into
seven individual bridges, but we

™ combined these and counted
. Ballard » ® them as one bridge complex. The
8/ result is the 57 bridges shown on
a 8 &
. il the map (though some may
@ ® appear overlapping).
® : /
University
Magnolia '
/ &
€ /
®
.
L]
@
™ Main West Seattle
e ;
o9 @
. ®
&
%
Albro

Source: Office of City Auditor anaIS/sis of 2019 Federal Highway Administration National Bridge Inventory data.
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Keeping up with maintenance on bridges is important for
controlling costs, connecting communities, and protecting life. If
an entity is not keeping up with maintenance with the intent of
preservation its bridges will deteriorate earlier than expected and can
significantly increase the bridges’ planned lifecycle costs. The West
Seattle High Bridge emergency closure provides an example of the
strain imposed on the transportation network and reduced reliable
transportation options for the public. Bridge failure can also pose
significant risk to public safety. As shown with the Skagit Bridge
collapse in 2013 and Minnesota's I-35W Bridge collapse in 2007,
many people can be injured or killed when these critical pieces of
infrastructure fail.

SDOT is required to follow federal bridge inspection standards.
The Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) sets standards for
bridge inspection through National Bridge Inspection Standards
(NBIS). SDOT rates the condition of the City's bridges using these
standards and reports this data to FHWA for an inventory of national
bridge condition data. FHWA then rates bridges as either poor, fair,
or good, using a nine-point scale. In general, bridges under NBIS
must be inspected at least every two years.
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SEATTLE BRIDGE CONDITIONS AND
BRIDGE MAINTENANCE SPENDING

Section Summary We analyzed 77 vehicle traffic bridges that are owned and
maintained by SDOT. These bridges have a median age of 70 years.
According to 2019 Federal Highway Administration pavement and
bridge condition performance measures, although Seattle has a high
number of poor and fair bridges (based on the federal rating system
of good, fair, and poor), this is comparable with peer cities around
the country. Nevertheless, even bridges in fair condition, like the
West Seattle High Bridge, can require major, unexpected closures.
Over the last decade, a larger percentage of Seattle’s bridges have
gotten worse compared to those that have gotten better. Over the
past 14 years, the average amount SDOT spent on bridge
maintenance was $6.6 million annually.® However, according to
knowledgeable SDOT officials, the City is not spending enough to
keep its bridges in good condition and avoid costly future repairs.

The Current Condition Most of Seattle’s bridges are in fair condition, but many of these
of Seattle Bridges brit'iges carry 'a lot of traffic and c?u[d require' significant

maintenance investments to remain in operation. We analyzed
SDOT's 77 vehicle bridges and found that, in 2019, 29 percent were
in good condition, 65 percent were in fair condition, and six percent
were in poor condition (see Exhibit 2 and 3). The median age of these
77 SDOT bridges is 70 years.

Exhibit 2: FHWA's Bridge Condition Rating System

The Federal Highway Administration rates bridges as poor, fair, or good using a nine-point scale that considers the
bridge's deck, superstructure, substructure, or culvert. A bridge condition rating is one look at the overall condition of
a bridge; however, given the many complex parts of a bridge, the condition rating alone does not necessarily
mean a bridge is safe or unsafe.

Fair
The lowest rating of any of the four | The lowest rating of any of the | The rating of all four bridge
bridge elements is four or less. four bridge elements is a five or | elements is a seven or above.

a Six.

Source: Federal Highway Administration.

3 In this report, we consider costs related to bridge loading, bridge painting, structures engineering and structures
maintenance as routine maintenance costs. Per discussions with SDOT officials, we do not consider capital
improvements, such as seismic upgrades or bridge replacement projects, part of routine maintenance costs.
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Exhibit 3: Most of SDOT’s 77 vehicle bridges are in fair
condition

Poor
5

Fair
50

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of National Bridge Inspection data from
2019.

SDOT bridge inspectors use federal guidelines to assign a condition
rating to the parts of a bridge, and the Federal Highway
Administration uses this data to calculate the total bridge condition
value for inclusion in the National Bridge Inventory (see Exhibit 2). An
FHWA engineer will periodically review a sample of bridge ratings
during an onsite audit of SDOT's bridge maintenance program to
ensure that they are accurate. A bridge rated as poor is considered
structurally deficient, but it is not necessarily considered so unsafe that
a closure is needed. Conversely, a bridge rated as fair is not immune
to failure. For example, the Washington I-5 Skagit River Bridge was in
fair condition in 2012 but collapsed a year later when a semitruck
struck a critical piece of the bridge’s superstructure.

The number of Seattle’s bridges that are in poor or fair condition
is concerning for two reasons. First, several of the largest and
busiest bridges that connect communities across Seattle are not in
good condition, which means they are at an elevated risk of
unexpected closures that could affect thousands of people. For
example: the University Bridge on average carries 36,000 vehicles
daily and is rated poor; the Magnolia Bridge on average carries
20,000 vehicles daily and is rated poor; and before it was closed this
year, the West Seattle High Bridge on average carried 108,179
vehicles daily and was in fair condition. Exhibit 4 shows the location,
condition, and relative size of each SDOT bridge by deck area.

Second, a rating of either poor or fair does not mean that current
SDOT maintenance levels will keep these important bridges in
working condition. According to SDOT, some of the City's bridges are
nearing the end of their expected lifespan (which range from 50-75
years), and are in need of more costly repairs or will need to be
replaced. SDOT predicts that if maintenance needs are not met on
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these aging bridges, this could accelerate the bridges’ deterioration,
and lead to bridge closures or failures.

See Appendix D for the full list of the 77 bridges shown on the map

below.

Exhibit 4: Many of SDOT's largest bridges are in fair or poor condition

®
[ ]
® @
&
15th Ave NW
° \ NE 75th St @
@
Fremont
Ballard /.
University
® ®
Magnolia ysan
Fairview Ave N
2nd Ave ExTnsion S
@
: @
Admiral, Way 4th Ave S
Lower Wft Seattle
L
L ]

Main West Seattle

Albrg Bridge
o’/

Condition
@ Good
Fair
® Poor

Deck area in square meters

@ 100000

@ 200000

Notes: Our analysis includes 77 individual vehicle
bridges identified as being owned and
maintained by SDOT. In some instances, we
combined what SDOT classifies as individual
bridges into one bridge complex. For instance,
SDOT divides the West Seattle High Bridge into
seven indjvidual bridges, but we combined these
and counted them as one bridge complex. The
result is the 57 bridges shown on the map (some
may appear overlapping). The condition of the
bridge complex corresponds to the poorest
condlition of each of its individual bridges. As of
2019, SDOT has five vehicle bridges in poor
condlition: Magnolia, University (counted as two
bridges), 2 Ave Ext S, and Fairview Ave N (which
/s in the process of being replaced).

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of 2019 Federal Highway Administration National Bridge Inventory data.
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Most of SDOT’s bridges are in fair condition but, over time, the
condition of the overall bridge portfolio has gotten worse.
During this time, the percent of total bridges in good condition has
declined from 38 percent to 29 percent (see Exhibit 5). According to
federal guidance, SDOT should be working to preserve good bridges
in good condition to maintain the structural reliability of bridges and
avoid future costly repairs. SDOT is not meeting this goal and only 22
out of its 77 bridges are in good condition.

Twenty-one bridges changed condition between 2010 and 2019:
e six bridges improved (three from poor to fair, one from fair to
good, two from poor to good)

e 15 bridges worsened (12 from good to fair, three from fair to
poor)

Exhibit 5: The overall condition of SDOT’s 2019 vehicle bridge portfolio has declined since 2010

2010

2019

Note: There were 77 vehicle bridges longer than 20 feet owned and maintained by SDOT in 2019, and 71 of these
bridges were in the National Bridge Inventory in 2010.

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of Federal Highway Administration National Bridge Inventory.

Other Jurisdictions
Have Similar Bridge
Condition Data

Like Seattle, major cities across the country have a high share of
bridges in poor and fair condition. We compared the condition of
Seattle’s bridges to the bridges to a sample of five cities that have a
similar bridge inventory to Seattle. For all these cities, including
Seattle, the majority of bridges are in poor or fair condition (see
Exhibit 6). With 29 percent of its bridges in good condition, Seattle is
similar to Chicago (28 percent good) and Minneapolis (30 percent
good). The similarity of bridge conditions across these cities makes
sense for two reasons. First, funding for bridge maintenance and
upkeep is a challenge at all levels of government, and particularly for
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Seattle Budgeted $98.5
Million for Bridge
Maintenance and
Spent $91.9 Million
Since 2006

local governments. According to SDOT, state departments of
transportation get funding from FHWA, and then disperse this
funding to local jurisdictions through a competitive process. As a
result, cities must compete for FHWA funding or seek funding from
other sources. Second, about forty percent of U.S. bridges were built
more than 50 years ago, which means that many of the bridges in the
country are aging out at the same time.

Exhibit 6. SDOT and peer cities’ number of bridges by condition,
2019

Chicago (607) BEELA 58% 28%
Pittsburgh (298) 13% 64% 22%
SDOT (77) () 65% 29%
Minneapolis (316) Y4 65% 30%
Washington DC (244) WL/ 71% 25%
Portland (387) VA 88% 10%

B Poor M Fair HGood

Note: Data labels indicate the absolute number of bridges in each condition
category. These figures are based on reported data. There are an additional 364
bridges in Portland, 431 bridges in Pittsburgh, 259 bridges in Washington, DC,
646 bridges in Chicago, and 346 bridges in Minneapolis with missing condition
values. Note that this graph compares a list of bridges specifically identified as
being owned and maintained by SDOT with bridges located in peer cities,
without accounting for the agency that owns or maintains each of them. This
analysis excludes bridges that were labeled as “pedestrian-bicycle.”

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of Federal Highway Administration
National Bridge Inventory.

Since 2006, SDOT has spent 93 percent of its budget for bridge
maintenance. From 2006 to 2019, Seattle budgeted $98.5 million for
bridge maintenance and spent $91.9 million (see Exhibit 7, dollar
amounts have been adjusted for inflation). As Exhibit 7 shows, the
budget did not always align with actual expenditures on a year-by-
year basis. Some of this is to be expected. For example, in 2008 SDOT
underspent their bridge maintenance budget because they were
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saving funds for a large bridge painting project. This large painting
project, the University Bridge, was completed in 2009. This use of
funds that carryover from one year to the next occurs when the
funding for these projects comes from the City's Capital
Improvement Program budget. SDOT officials told us the reason for
the underspend between 2016 and 2018 was primarily because they
did not have enough staff to perform planned maintenance activities.

Exhibit 7: SDOT bridge maintenance budget and actual spending 2006-2019 (adjusted for
inflation)

Voters passed 9-year
$930 million Levy to

$12,000,000 Move Seattle

$10,000,000
$8,000,000
$6,000,000
$4,000,000
$2,000,000

$-
2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

Actual == Budget

Note: This chart includes budget and actual expenditure data for SDOT bridge maintenance projects. The projects used
in our analysis capture the majority of SDOT's bridge maintenance spending. Based on input from SDOT, we include
costs charged to the following project codes as bridge maintenance: bridge loading, bridge painting, structures
engineering and structures maintenance. We do not include costs related to bridge replacement, bridge seismic work,
retaining walls, or the Elliott Bay Seawall, as these costs are related to preservation work, not routine maintenance or are
not directly related to bridges.

Source: Office of City Auditor analysis of City of Seattle financial data.

SDOT Estimates its SDOT estimates its annual spending is tens of millions of dollars
Annual Spending is Far less than what is nee.dt'et'i to maintain its bridges. SDOT's interim
. Roadway Structures Division Director told us that, based on 1) the
Below What is Needed rate at which the condition of Seattle’s bridges deteriorate, 2) the
to Maintain its Bridges age of the bridges, and 3) the bridge’s current replacement value,
SDOT estimates the City's annual budget is far below what is needed
to maintain all bridges in a state of good repair.# According to
SDOT's Capital Projects and Roadway Structures 2018 Annual Report,
the total replacement value for all bridges over 60 years old serviced

performance. 49 CFR § 625.17
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by Roadway Structures is $3.4 billion.> SDOT estimates annual
maintenance expenditures should be equivalent to one to three
percent of the total replacement cost for the fixed assets being
maintained, or, for bridges over 60 years old, a minimum of $34
million per year. SDOT notes that, ideally, bridges that are nearing
the end of their anticipated design life should receive increased
maintenance funding, and bridges that have exceeded their
anticipated design life should be scheduled for capital replacement.

According to our analysis, SDOT spent on average $6.6 million per
year on bridge maintenance since 2006. This is far below SDOT's
most conservative estimate of what is needed - $34 million. Clearly,
the City is not spending enough to maintain all bridges in a state of
good repair. However, to accurately estimate bridge maintenance
needs and strategically prioritize work, SDOT needs better data on
the condition of its bridges. This would require a detailed assessment
of the condition data of each bridge’s individual components, which
SDOT does not currently have. On page 17 of this report, we
recommend that SDOT undertake this work.

> These figures include bridges in addition to the 77 bridges that we focus on in this report.
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Section Summary

SDOT Recognizes the
Need for a More
Proactive Approach to
Bridge Maintenance

OPPORTUNITIES TO IMPROVE SDOT'S
MANAGEMENT OF BRIDGES

SDOT has been working to transition from a reactive to a more
strategic and proactive approach to bridge maintenance and
preservation since 2018. However, some legacy practices and
information gaps hinder its ability to properly keep the bridge
portfolio in a state of good repair. SDOT lacks critical information for
developing a strategic bridge preservation program, including an
assessment of the level and mix of staffing resources needed to
maintain their bridges. The City should improve their approach to
bridge maintenance to slow further deterioration of its bridges, avoid
costly fixes and replacements, and to remain in compliance with
federal regulations.

SDOT officials recognize the need for a more proactive approach
to bridge, and other roadway structures infrastructure
maintenance, and the department has started to make positive
steps to address issues. SDOT officials informed us that, for several
years, the location of inspection and maintenance work within
SDOT's organizational structure did not elevate bridge-related issues
to the level of attention they deserved. In 2019, SDOT elevated the
Roadway Structure group into its own division; this group is
responsible for the maintenance and inspection of bridges as well as
other major assets. This organizational change was made to elevate
the priorities of bridges and other structures within SDOT. Staff in
the Roadway Structures Division stated that they believe the
division’s creation led to improved communication to City leaders
about the bridge program’s needs.

Creating the Roadway Structures Division was a positive change
because it demonstrated a positive tone at the top of the
organization, a necessary element of a proactive bridge preservation
program.® It has also led to proactive and positive efforts to improve
the division. For example, to help identify and correct deficiencies in
SDOT's bridge program, the Roadway Structures Division invited the
FHWA to conduct an informal review of its bridge program in 2019.
Additionally, SDOT is implementing two changes in the bridges
program that should improve asset management:

1. As a result of the informal 2019 FHWA audit, SDOT will start
reporting condition assessments of bridges on a much more

6 The Committee of Sponsoring Organizations of the Treadway Commission (COSO) recommends that senior

management establish a strong tone at the top in communicating and reinforcing the importance of internal controls.
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SDOT Needs to Take
Steps to Ensure
Compliance with next
Federal Review

granular, component-by-component, basis. SDOT officials
suggest that component-based replacement has the potential
to extend the useful life of bridges more efficiently than the
current practices.

2. In 2020 SDOT will create a three-year Strategic Advisor
position dedicated to producing a strategic, long-term capital
replacement, preservation, and maintenance plan for bridges
based on the results of the new component-based condition
assessment. Additionally, this position will also assist with
addressing administrative bridge inspection processes found
during the informal 2019 FHWA audit.

Finally, SDOT is working on its first ever Transportation Asset
Management Plan, which they expect to publish later in 2020.
Proactive efforts such as these demonstrate SDOT's recognition of
the need to improve their asset management program.

The Federal Highway Administration recommends that entities like
SDOT adopt a strategic approach to bridge maintenance called a
bridge preservation program. These experts note that governments
need to change the way they approach bridge maintenance because
bridges have aged, and bridge use has changed over time. For
example, vehicles have increased in number and weight, which puts
more stress on structures than may have been envisioned by their
designers.

SDOT needs to take steps to ensure compliance with its next
formal federal review in 2022. In late 2019, SDOT invited the
Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) to conduct an informal
review of SDOT's bridge program. SDOT requested the review
because it wanted to ensure that any issues in the City's bridge
program would be addressed before the FHWA's next formal review,
which is scheduled for 2022.

During the 2019 review, FHWA assessed SDOT's compliance with the
National Bridge Inspection Program’s metrics. These metrics include
things like inspection frequency, inspection procedures, and
qualifications of personnel. Passing the formal FHWA review is
important as failure can make an entity ineligible for tens of millions
of dollars in federal funding and put the agency on a costly and
burdensome corrective action plan.

In 2019 the FHWA found that SDOT's bridge program had several
items that needed to be corrected before the 2022 review. We spoke
with the federal and state officials who conducted the review, and
while they told us that detailed results of FHWA's review were still in
draft form and not publicly available, they mentioned several areas
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Recommendation 1

Using SDOT's Bridge
Maintenance
Resources for
Reimbursable
Activities May Make
Maintenance Work on
Seattle’s Bridges More
Costly

that the City needs to rectify before it can pass the next review, such
as improving the documentation of bridge condition and inspection
data. In July 2020, FHWA provided SDOT with a document
summarizing the findings.

The Seattle Department of Transportation should take
immediate steps to resolve all the issues identified in the 2019
Federal Highway Administration review.

SDOT is engaged in legacy practices that limit its ability to get
bridge maintenance work done with its current resources. One
such practice is using bridge maintenance workers to perform
reimbursable work, unrelated to SDOT bridges, for other agencies.
SDOT estimates that 20 percent of their bridge maintenance staff
capacity is dedicated to performing reimbursable work for other
divisions within SDOT, other City departments, or other local
governments. This means that two out of every ten hours of SDOT's
bridge inspection and maintenance crew work are not being used on
the upkeep of Seattle’s bridges, but to help supplement the
department’s budget. SDOT told us they lack the money to fully fund
their bridge maintenance staff without the revenue from
reimbursable work, which means they would need to make
reductions to stay within budget.

According to the SDOT staff we spoke with, this focus on
reimbursable work has affected the type of projects that bridge
maintenance crews do. For example, instead of taking on a complex,
multi-day SDOT bridge maintenance project, the crews may instead
choose to focus on only smaller SDOT bridge maintenance projects
to reserve capacity to perform reimbursable work. This approach to
prioritization could mean that SDOT is missing opportunities to
undertake projects that could have a significant impact on the useful
life of an SDOT bridge.

Also, according to SDOT officials, the volume of reimbursable work
varies from year to year, which may affect SDOT's ability to plan and
schedule bridge maintenance work activities. Therefore, since the
bridge maintenance crews must find a way to fit the reimbursable
work into their work program, the work on SDOT bridge maintenance
can sometimes be delayed. This delay of SDOT bridge maintenance
work can lead to more costly future repairs.

The SDOT officials we spoke with said that the practice of
maintenance staff performing reimbursable work preceded their time
with the City and may have been appropriate when SDOT's bridges
were younger and in better condition. With the rising need for bridge
work in Seattle and recent complications with the West Seattle High
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Bridge and the City’'s movable bridges, SDOT personnel are no longer
as available as they were in the past for completing SDOT's work
orders as well as the work of other departments. Delaying
maintenance on Seattle bridges to get reimbursable work for entities
outside of the Roadway Structures Division is likely to result in faster
deterioration of bridges and could lead to more expensive
emergency repairs.

Recommendation 2 The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) should reduce
the share of the department’s maintenance workload that is
currently dedicated to reimbursable projects unrelated to SDOT
bridge maintenance. Such a change could be done incrementally.

SDOT Inspections of Another long-standing practice that limits SDOTSs ability to do
more with its current bridge maintenance dollars is safety

Private Bridges Ma
9 y inspections of private bridges. While the safety of private bridges

Delay Important Work is important, SDOT's current practices reduce the already limited

on Public Bridges, capacity of SDOT's bridge inspection crews. A 1968 Seattle Municipal
Leading to Cost Ordinance requires SDOT to perform a safety inspection of privately

Increases owned bridges annually. Some of these privately-owned bridges are

pedestrian bridges, such as the Helix Pedestrian Bridge at West
The Helix Pedestrian Bridge is Prospect Street in Seattle. Having SDOT inspect private bridges may
a private bridge inspected by delay important work on public bridges, leading to future cost
SDOT. increases. SDOT estimates that this work occupies one half of one
- employee’s worth (0.5 FTE)” of work per year.

- There are ways the City could reclaim this staffing resource for bridge
inspections and maintenance. For example, SDOT could conduct desk
i reviews of the inspection reports completed by private inspectors.
SDOT officials told us that a revised approach could still provide a
comfortable level of safety assurance, while refocusing SDOT bridge

Source: Seattle Department of inspection staff on critical City-owned assets.
Transportation.

Recommendation 3 The Seattle Department of Transportation should develop draft
legislation to replace Ordinance 96715 to address current City of
Seattle bridge maintenance priorities and ensure adequate
oversight of private bridges.

Recommendation 4 The Seattle Department of Transportation should develop
policies and procedures to adequately oversee private bridges

7 According to SDOT, as of September 2020, they have a maintenance staff of 51 employees, including the interim
Director, supervisors, managers, and administrative staff. In addition to bridges, these employees are responsible for
retaining walls, stairways, areaways, review of construction permits that affect transportation assets, and assisting with
transportation related emergency response. The Roadway Structures Division also includes 22 bridge operators.

Page 14
133


http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/ordinances/96715
http://clerk.seattle.gov/search/ordinances/96715

Seattle Department of Transportation: Strategic Approach to Vehicle Bridge Maintenance is Warranted

Misalignment Between
Staff and Work Creates
Inefficiencies

that align with a revised version of Ordinance 96715, as
mentioned in Recommendation 3.

SDOT does not have information on what staffing levels are
needed to support essential bridge maintenance, making it
difficult to plan for and complete this work. According to SDOT
officials, crew assignments are not consistently aligned with bridge
inspector expertise, meaning less experienced staff can be assigned
to more complicated work. Additionally, inspection and maintenance
crews have in-office administrative responsibilities that take them
away from critical work on the assets themselves. Due to technology
limitations and issues with file organization and management, some
of this work involves duplicative data entry and other inefficiencies.
This reduces SDOT's capacity to perform critical bridge maintenance
work.

Workforce planning helps ensure that an organization has employees
with the necessary skills, in the correct job classification, performing
their work efficiently and effectively. SDOT could use guidance from
the federal government in their report, Steps in Analyzing Staffing
Requirements to conduct such planning for bridge maintenance
work. A strategic approach to workforce planning could also help
ensure an efficient mix of the use of internal staff and contracting
out work, and help with succession planning.

SDOT's interim Roadway Structures Division Director told us that a
staffing analysis is needed, but that since creating the Division in late
2019, other work related to the West Seattle High Bridge has been a
higher priority. SDOT also told us that staffing deficiencies resulting
from safe work practices around COVID-19 has further reduced staff
availability. Staffing needs for bridge inspections and maintenance
may have changed over time with the aging of Seattle’s bridges, and
more inspectors and maintenance staff may be needed. Without a
staffing analysis, SDOT lacks sufficient data to achieve the correct
staffing level or assign employees to work that correctly matches
their skillset.

SDOT should use this opportunity to assess the technology tools the
bridge inspectors and maintenance staff use. In interviews, SDOT
staff shared examples of how technology improvements could help
improve the efficiency of their work. For example, providing laptops
for staff could reduce the amount of time they have to travel from
bridge inspection sites to City offices downtown. Another issue staff
described is that SDOT's internal workorder system is not linked to
the Washington state bridge management system that SDOT is
required to use. This means that SDOT staff must enter the same
bridge information into two different systems. Other jurisdictions
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Recommendation 5

Recommendation 6

Recommendation 7

Estimates for Expected
Useful Bridge Lives Are
Outdated

have addressed this issue by applying a technology solution to link
both systems, so that data needs to be entered only once. As part of
a workforce planning analysis, SDOT should explore opportunities to
leverage technology improvements that would make better use of
bridge staff resources.

Developing a staffing plan could provide an opportunity for SDOT to
help promote the City’s Race and Social Justice Initiative goal of
increasing workforce and contracting equity.

The Seattle Department of Transportation should conduct a
staffing analysis to determine the number and type of staff
required for the implementation of a bridge preservation
program.

The Seattle Department of Transportation should incorporate
the City’s Race and Social Justice Initiative values into the
staffing analysis of its bridge program.

The Seattle Department of Transportation should conduct a cost
benefit analysis of technology upgrades needed to improve staff
efficiency as part of their staffing analysis.

SDOT does not currently calculate the useful life of its bridges in
a precise way, which hinders its ability to efficiently respond to
bridge maintenance needs. Several factors have changed since
most of Seattle’s bridges were built, such as the size of vehicles,
traffic volume, and environmental effects due to climate change.
These factors were not foreseen when the bridge life estimates were
created at the time of bridge construction, which is why agencies
need to periodically update the expected useful life of each bridge.

Historically, SDOT used sufficiency ratings to annually rank bridges
and prioritize replacement needs. Sufficiency ratings® are calculated
for each bridge based on several condition factors and are also
weighted with local impact factors to determine the bridge's
importance to the overall transportation system. However, the FHWA
now considers condition data for each individual bridge component
a more useful and accurate way to plan for bridge maintenance work.

SDOT has not conducted a full analysis to determine the current
useful lives of their bridges based on component condition data,

8 FHWA describes sufficiency rating as “a method of evaluating highway bridge data by calculating four separate factors
to obtain a numeric value which is indicative of bridge sufficiency to remain in service. The result of this method is a
percentage in which 100 percent would represent an entirely sufficient bridge and zero percent would represent an
entirely insufficient or deficient bridge.”
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Recommendation 8

Recommendation 9

Recommendation 10

which means SDOT does not have this information to inform and
prioritize bridge maintenance activities. However, SDOT indicated
that they will start reporting condition assessment on a much more
granular, component-by-component basis, which could be helpful in
developing a more precise estimate of the useful lives of their
bridges.

According to the Government Finance Officers Association, the
estimated useful lives for bridges should be periodically reviewed to
adjust for changing conditions. For example, if the intended use of
the bridge has changed because of increased vehicle load, then the
bridge will deteriorate at a faster rate, thus decreasing its useful life.
SDOT should consider the costs incurred through a bridge’s entire
lifecycle and use this information to inform design decisions and
prioritize maintenance needs.

Without a precise and nuanced understanding the estimated useful
life of its bridges, SDOT cannot develop an effective and well-
informed strategic capital preservation program. This means that
SDOT will continue to spend money on issues that, if addressed
earlier when they were low priority, may have been resolved with less
money.

The Seattle Department of Transportation should update the
estimated useful life of their bridges using the condition data of
individual bridge components.

The Seattle Department of Transportation should use the
updated useful life estimates of its bridges to plan for
preservation work and lifecycle costs.

After the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) has
accurate condition data, updated estimated useful life
calculations, and lifecycle cost data, SDOT should develop a
strategic asset management plan for its bridges and the City
should develop and implement strategies to fill the bridge
maintenance funding gap.
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Objectives

Scope

Methodology

OBJECTIVES, SCOPE, AND
METHODOLOGY

Seattle City Councilmember Alex Pedersen, chair of the City Council's
Transportation and Utilities Committee, asked us to do an audit of
bridges owned and maintained by the Seattle Department of
Transportation (SDOT). The audit objectives were to answer the
following questions:

e How much money has SDOT budgeted and spent for bridge
maintenance?

e To what extent have expenditures on preventive maintenance
aligned with national best practices?

e What measures and practices does SDOT use to assess the
condition of Seattle’s major bridges?

e How have the conditions of Seattle’s major bridges changed
over time, and which bridges are at highest risk of failure?

e To what extent do the conditions of Seattle’s major bridges
compare to similar jurisdictions?

The scope for the condition analysis included vehicle bridges in
Seattle that are owned and maintained by SDOT, that are longer than
20 feet and are included in the National Bridge Inspection (NBI)
database. The condition data we obtained was for 2010-2019. The
original scope for the budget to actual analysis was from 2000-2019
on bridge maintenance expenses, but adjusted to cover a shorter
time frame due to data limitations. We reviewed relevant internal
controls by interviewing knowledgeable officials, conducting a data
reliability analysis for quantitative data sets, and reviewing federal
criteria related to the audit objectives.

To accomplish the audit’s objectives, we performed the following:

e Reviewed bridge maintenance requirements from the Federal
Highway Administration (FHWA).

e Analyzed National Bridge Inspection (NBI) bridge condition
data from 2010 to 2019 for Seattle, in addition to 2019 data
for Washington DC, Chicago, Pittsburg, Minneapolis, and
Portland. We chose these peer jurisdictions to help
understand how Seattle compares to cities with similar
populations, bridge issues, and geographic challenges. States
submit bridge condition data on an annual basis for inclusion in
the NBI database. FWHA conducts quality reviews of the data

Page 18

137



Seattle Department of Transportation: Strategic Approach to Vehicle Bridge Maintenance is Warranted

before publishing them on its website, including logic and error
checks, and also looking back over time for anomalies.

e Analyzed SDOT budget and actual financial data, from 2000
to 2019, for the project codes that SDOT uses for bridge
maintenance. We obtained this data from SDOT, who
gathered it from a query of the City of Seattle's citywide
accounting systems of record. No budget data was available
for the year 2000, and no budget or expense data was
available for one of the project code cost categories from
2000 - 2005. Accordingly, we limited our analysis of budget
and actual financial data to the years 2006 to 2019.

e Researched financial policies from a judgmental sample of
jurisdictions, including Pittsburgh, Minneapolis, Portland,
Scottsdale, King County, Denver, and Winnipeg. For each of
these jurisdictions, we reviewed relevant ordinances, policies
and reports, and interviewed city officials.

e Interviewed knowledgeable SDOT, state, and federal
employees, and observed SDOT bridge inspections

We conducted this performance audit in accordance with generally
accepted government auditing standards. Those standards require
that we plan and perform the audit to obtain sufficient, appropriate
evidence to provide a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives. We believe that the
evidence obtained provides a reasonable basis for our findings and
conclusions based on our audit objectives.
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APPENDIX A

Department Response

I\ Seattle
[ ) Department of
Transportation

September 10, 2020

Sean DeBlieck, Deputy City Auditor
David G. Jones, City Auditor
Seattle Office of City Auditor

700 5" Avenue, Suite 2410
Seattle, WA 98104

Dear Messrs. DeBlieck and lones,

Thank you for conducting this thorough and collaborative audit of the Seattle Department of
Transportation’s (SDOT) vehicle bridge maintenance program. We appreciate the time you and your
staff took to understand the complex engineering and financial aspects of our work, and our important
role in supporting safety and mobility for the traveling public, preserving public infrastructure, and
stewarding public funds. SDOT is committed to developing an even more comprehensive and proactive
bridge asset preservation program that further maximizes the life of our critical infrastructure. As you
know, we have already begun this effort, but when it comes to maintaining public safety, we always
strive to improve.

One thing we wish to clarify is that while this audit of our bridge maintenance may have been inspired
by the emergency closure of the West Seattle High-Rise Bridge on March 23 of this year, the issues that
led to the closure of that bridge do not appear to be the result of any deficiency in our bridge
maintenance program. In fact and to the contrary, these critical issues were identified and quickly
addressed as a result of our existing proactive, thorough bridge inspection program.

As the audit report points out, the lack of funding for infrastructure maintenance is a national problem
and not unique to Seattle. In SDOT’s opinion, it is the most critical aspect necessary for the further
improvement of our bridge inspection program and overall health of our key structural assets. We have
been very transparent about this, noting this challenge most recently in our 2019 Capital Projects and
Roadway Structures annual report.! Federal transportation funding has fallen from 1% of GDP to 0.5%
over the last 35 years. Congress has kept the federal gas tax, a primary source of transportation funding,
at 18.4 cents per gallon since 1993, resulting in a significant loss of purchasing power while construction
costs have continued to go up. As noted, Seattle is not alone. A 2017 report by the American Society of
Civil Engineers found that 9.1% of America’s bridges are structurally deficient, and that the nationwide
backlog of bridge rehabilitation work totaled $123 billion.

In addition to diminishing federal resources, state resources have been limited in recent years, too, and
Washington State has many infrastructure maintenance needs to address across the entire state. The
resolution of these issues has been partially offset by the voter-approved Levy to Move Seattle, but we
have a long way to go and until we work across all levels of government to find scalable, sustainable
solutions, this will continue to be our primary challenge. To aid in this effort, we appreciate the report’s
Recommendation 10. It calls for a City-wide effort to develop and implement strategies to fill the bridge
maintenance funding gap.

! City of Seattle, Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT}), Capital Projects and Roadway Structures, “2019
Capital Projects and Roadway Structures Annual Report for 20187, 2019, page 36.

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 3800 | PO Box 34996 | Seattle, WA 98124-4996 | 206-684-ROAD (7623) | seattle.gov/transportation
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DeBlieck and Jones, September 10, 2020
RE: SDOT Bridge Audit Report, page 2 of 3

Further, when it comes to funding, there are seemingly contradictory headlines within the audit we wish
to clarify. On the one hand, the report notes that SDOT has, on occasion, underspent our bridge
maintenance budget. Then, in close proximity, it notes that SDOT’s bridge maintenance program
requires significant additional resources, The fact is that maintenance program delivery fluctuates based
on work accrual and staff capacity. We continue to implement process improvements to help ensure
SDOT’s actual spending and what's budgeted are more closely aligned.

As we committed to in the report, SDOT will develop a strategic asset management plan for its bridges
and the City will work with state, federal and other funding partners to develop and implement
strategies to fund bridge maintenance more fully. Because itis such an important investment need,
Seattle included funding for bridge work in two recent levies: Bridging the Gap (2006) and the Levy to
Move Seattle (2015). As we begin planning for the next transportation levy, bridge maintenance and
capital rehabilitation/replacement needs will again be an important consideration in any City-wide
effort. SDOT recognizes the fact that we have important work to do in order to better understand what
a fully-resourced budget looks like, in terms of total dollars and what it would take to ramp up the
internal capacity needed to carry out a maintenance program at that level. We also want to note that
even as we are refining our budgets to reflect declining revenues due to the global COVID-19 pandemic,
bridge maintenance continues to be a top priority.

As the audit also points out, while the bridges in our inventory that were the subject of the audit are a
visible and important part of our transportation infrastructure inventory, SDOT also is responsible for
maintaining roadway surfaces, areaways, retaining walls, seawalls, non-vehicular bridges, and other
transportation assets valued at more than $20 billion,? each with specific maintenance requirements,
funding needs, and critical roles to play in our transportation network.

Appendix B includes our complete responses to the 10 recommendations described in the audit. Safety
is our number one priority. When it comes to protecting the public, we will always welcome
collaborative efforts to do better. That is why SDOT welcomed this audit and is fully committed to even
more process improvement, staffing needs analysis, and specific use of bridge component condition
ratings.

We have made an overall commitment to completing responses to the steps identified by this audit no
later than the end of 2023, with some recommendations being addressed earlier. As part of this, SDOT
will focus on developing a comprehensive workplan for the entire the roadway structures portfolio that
includes schedules and cost estimates to guide investment and maintenance for a 30-year period. We
will develop a model that can be adjusted by investment levels and maodified condition, in order to
respond in a transparent and timely manner.

We concur with 9 of the 10 recommendations, and partially concur with Recommendation 2, related to
the percent of the time our maintenance and inspections staff perform bridge work versus performing
reimbursable work for other entities.

On Recommendation 2, we concur with the goal of adequately staffing and funding bridge maintenance
and inspection needs, but disagree that reimbursable work in and of itself represents a problem for our

? City of Seattle, Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT), Asset & Performance Management, “Seattle
Department of Transportation’s {[SDOT) Asset Status and Condition Report, 3™ Edition”, December 2015, page 9,
TableIl.
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DeBlieck and Jones, September 10, 2020
RE: Bridge Audit Report, page 3 of 3

maintenance and inspection needs. We see value in the flexibility that the current method provides by
enabling us to staff higher levels than would be possible without reimbursable work; that perspective is
punctuated by our consistent expenditure of the maintenance funds available to us. This also enables
the department to have, within the existing constraints, a more resilient emergency response, to better
manage staff training, development and succession planning, and to have the capacity to complete
larger bodies of maintenance work. However, the goal should be to fully fund bridge inspection and
maintenance staffing needs, and to manage reimbursable work in way that prioritizes bridges first.

We look forward to addressing these recommendations, sharing updates in the coming years, and
continuing to maintain our assets for the safety and mobility of the traveling public in Seattle.

Sincerely,

S

Sam Zimbabwe {Sep 10, 2020 119 POT)

Sam Zimbabwe
Director
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APPENDIX B

List of Recommendations and Department Response

Recommendation 1: The Seattle Department of Transportation should take immediate steps to
resolve all the issues identified in the 2019 Federal Highway Administration review.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: Work towards compliance by the Roadway Structures Bridge Inspection
team began in late 2019 by creating more refined work order reporting and assessment to identify
maintenance needs by bridge and priority (i.e. low, medium, high). In 2020 SDOT will create a new three-
year Out-of-Class Strategic Advisor Level 2 position dedicated to producing a strategic, long-term
capital replacement and maintenance needs plan for bridges based on the results of the new
component-based condition assessment (and other factors). Additionally, this position will also assist
with addressing administrative bridge inspection issues found during the informal 2019 FHWA audit.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion no later than the end of 2022.
Recommendation 2: The Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) should reduce the share of
the department’s bridge maintenance workload that is currently dedicated to reimbursable
projects unrelated to SDOT bridge maintenance. Such a change could be done incrementally.
SDOT Concurrence: Partially Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: We concur with the desired outcome, which is to have an appropriate
level of staffing dedicated to this work, but believe there are multiple ways to achieve this, not all of
which require reducing the amount or ratio of reimbursable work. The need for reimbursable work is
related to the current funding level for structural inspection and maintenance staff at 0.8 FTE. Our
implementation plan is to complete the staffing analysis mentioned elsewhere in this audit and to use it
to determine the appropriate staffing and funding levels for the Roadway Structures Division as a whole.
SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion no later than the end of 2023.
Recommendation 3: The Seattle Department of Transportation should develop draft legislation to
replace Ordinance 96715 to address current City of Seattle bridge maintenance priorities and
ensure adequate oversight of private bridges.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: Work with the SDOT Street Use Division and the City Attorney’s Office to
draft a reworked ordinance for consideration by City Council.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion no later than the end of 2023.

Page 23

142



Seattle Department of Transportation: Strategic Approach to Vehicle Bridge Maintenance is Warranted
Recommendation 4: The Seattle Department of Transportation should develop policies and
procedures to adequately oversee private bridges that align with a revised version of Ordinance
96715, as mentioned in Recommendation 3.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: Roadway Structures will work with the SDOT Street Use Division and the
City Attorney's Office to draft a reworked ordinance for consideration by City Council.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion no later than the end of 2023.
Recommendation 5: The Seattle Department of Transportation should conduct a staffing analysis

to determine the number and type of staff required for the implementation of a bridge
preservation program.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: SDOT will use the federal guidelines recommended in the audit to
conduct a staffing analysis based on element level condition data.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion no later than the end of 2023.

Recommendation 6: The Seattle Department of Transportation should incorporate the City’s Race
and Social Justice Initiative values into the staffing analysis of its bridge program.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: SDOT will conduct a Racial Equity Tool Kit exercise to analyze proposed
new methodologies for staffing analysis.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion no later than the end of 2023.
Recommendation 7: The Seattle Department of Transportation should conduct a cost benefit

analysis of technology upgrades needed to improve staff efficiency as part of their staffing
analysis.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: SDOT will identify technologies needed to conduct inspection and work
order execution more efficiently along with associated costs for new technology.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion no later than the end of 2022.

Recommendation 8: The Seattle Department of Transportation should update the estimated
useful life of their bridges using the condition data of individual bridge components.
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SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: SDOT will develop an implementation plan for this based on available
staffing and funding levels.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion of an implementation plan no later than the
end of 2023. The actual update is subject to an increase in resource levels.

Recommendation 9: The Seattle Department of Transportation should use the updated useful life
estimates of its bridges to plan for preservation work and lifecycle costs.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur

SDOT Implementation Plan: SDOT will develop an implementation plan for this based on available
staffing and funding levels.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: TBD. Estimated completion of an implementation plan no later than
the end of 2023. The actual update is subject to an increase in resource levels.

Recommendation 10: After the Seattle Department of Transportation (SDOT) has accurate
condition data, updated estimated useful life calculations, and lifecycle cost data, SDOT should
develop a strategic asset management plan for its bridges and the City should develop and
implement strategies to fill the bridge maintenance funding gap.

SDOT Concurrence: Concur
SDOT Implementation Plan: SDOT will develop a strategic asset management plan for its bridges and
the City will work with state, federal and other funding partners to develop and implement strategies to

fund bridge maintenance more fully.

SDOT Estimated Completion Date: Estimated completion of the strategic asset management plan is no
later than the end of 2023. Development and implementation of funding strategies will be ongoing.
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APPENDIX C
Audit Request Letter

\ \ SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL | DISTRICT 4
| i\ COUNCILMEMBER ALEX PEDERSEN

April 23, 2020

David G. Jones, City Auditor
Office of City Auditor

700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2410
Seattle, WA 98104

Re: request for audit assessing physical conditions and maintenance investments for Seattle bridges

Dear Auditor Jones:

The purpose of this letter is to request, as chair of the City Council’s Transportation and Utilities Committee, that
the Office of City Auditor complete an audit report to assess the physical conditions and maintenance investments

for the major bridges owned by the Seattle Department of Transportation {(SDOT) with the scope of work proposed
below.

In a city surrounded by multiple waterways, bridges are a critical component of Seattle’s infrastructure for its
residents and local economy and vital for transit, freight, and other uses. Bridges require relatively large
investments to build and maintain to ensure they remain safe for their expected useful life. The rapid deterioration
of the West Seattle Bridge underscares the need for City officials and the general public to have a clear, thorough,
and independent understanding of the condition of major bridges throughout Seattle, including preventative
maintenance investments and practices.

This requested report is intended to provide the basic oversight we believe the general public expects, especially in
light of the unfortunate physical deterioration and closure of the West Seattle Bridge. We appreciate SDOT's recent
transparency, responsiveness, and proactive sharing of information regarding the West Seattle Bridge. We want
SDOT to continue its focus on the immediate needs of the West Seattle Bridge and can, therefore, be flexible on the
final completion date(s) for this more formal review of information regarding the other bridges. We would,
however, like the Auditor to provide a brief interim summary of the maintenance investments on bridges by mid-
September to inform the City Council’s fall budget process.

Proposed Scope Limitations and Objectives:

e According to the City of Seattle’s adopted 2020 operating budget {(p. 411) and SDOT’s 2019 Capital Roadway
and Structures report (page 19), there are 124 bridges owned and operated by the City of Seattle. The City
Auditor’s report will focus on SDOT’s bridge maintenance program for the major bridges in the City’s portfolio
and may discuss other non-bridge assets. While SDOT already obtains and monitors much of this underlying
information on our City’s bridges and the federal government and state government also provide important
oversight, | would like your office to methodically gather, summarize, and analyze that information for use by
the City Council. It should include the following focus on assessing conditions and quantifying maintenance:

An equal opportunity employer
600 Fourth Avenue, Floor 2 | PO Box 34025, Seattle | Washington 98124-4025
Phone (206) 684-8804  Email alex.pedersen@seattle.gov
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Audit request from Councilmember Pedersen page 2 of 2

l. SDOT Preventive Maintenance on Major Bridges
a. How much money does SDOT budget for bridge preventive maintenance?
b. How much of this money has been spent on bridge maintenance?
¢. To what extent have expenditures on preventive maintenance aligned with national best
practices?

1. SDOT Condition Assessments of Major Bridges
a. What measures and practices does SDOT use to assess the condition of Seattle’s major bridges?
b. How have the conditions of Seattle’s major bridges changed over time, and which bridges are at
highest risk of failure?
¢. To what extent do the conditions of Seattle’s major bridges compare to similar jurisdictions?

¢ |n addition to summarizing key information on all major bridges, the report should include a deeper analysis of
a sampling of major bridges across our city including, but not limited to, the Ballard Bridge, Magnolia Bridge,
Montlake Bridge, University Bridge, and West Seattle Bridge.

e The Auditor will discuss the final scope with SDOT, which could include a description of other major non-bridge
infrastructure assets owned by the City to provide context for SDOT's broader asset management portfolio.

Please contact my office with any questions about this request.
Thank you.

Regards,

f 7 7, _‘;'f . // —
". / p - /‘ J L; ("

/
Alex Pedersen
City Councilmember and Chair of the Transportation & Utilities Committee

(ol

City Council President Lorena Gonzalez and Seattle City Councilmembers,
City Council Central Staff Director Kirstan Arestad,

SDOT Director Sam Zimbabwe,

Budget Director Ben Noble
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APPENDIX D

List of 77 SDOT Vehicle Bridges

Bridge Name

15 Ave W

15th Ave NE

15th Ave NW

1st Ave S

23rd Ave W

2nd Ave Extension S

35th Ave NE

45th Ave NE

4th Ave S - West Half

4th Ave S - East Half

4th Ave St

8th Ave NW

Admiral Way - N

Admiral Way - S

Airport Way

Albro Bridge

Ballard - Bascule

Ballard - Conc Appr

Ballard - Steel Appr

Campus Prkw

Cowen Park

E Boston Terrace

E Interlaken Blvd

E Marginal Grade

Fairview Ave N

Fremont - Bascule

Fremont - Apprs

Holman Rd

Jackson St - W

Jackson St - E

Jose Rizal Bridge

Klickitat Ave SW

Lower West Seattle - E Waterway

Lower West Seattle - Swing

Lower West Seattle - Appr

Lower West Seattle - Harbor Ave Lower N

Lower West Seattle - Harbor Ave Lower S

Lower West Seattle - Harbor Ave Upper N

Lower West Seattle - Harbor Ave Upper S

2019
Condition Rating

Year
Built

1959
1949
1957
1935
1986
1928
2015
1949
1910
1910
1933
1950
1927
1949
1928
1931
1917
1940
1940
1949
1936
1948
1912
2012
1948
1917
2009
1975
1910
1987
1917
2001
1975
1991
1991
1999
1998
1999
1999
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Bridge Name

2019 Year
Condition Rating Built

Lucille St

1981

Magnolia

1929

Magnolia - Elliott Bay Marina N Ramp

1991

Magnolia - Elliott Bay Marina S Ramp

1991

Magnolia Extension

1957

Main West Seattle - Fauntleroy Expressway

1963

Main West Seattle - SW Spokane St Viaduct East Bound

1941

Main West Seattle - E Appr

1983

Main West Seattle - E Appr Ramp

1983

Main West Seattle - Mainspan

1983

Main West Seattle - W Appr

1983

Main West Seattle - W Appr Ramp

1983

McGilvra Blvd

1967

McGraw St

1935

N Queen Ann Dr

1935

NE 45th St - E Appr

1976

NE 45th St - Main

1938

NW 57th St

1986

Phinney Ave

1900

Princeton Ave NE

2002

Royal Brougham

2010

S Main St

1982

S Spokane St

2010

Schmitz Park

1935

Seattle Blvd

1910

SW Nevada

1988

University - Bascule

1915

University - N Appr C

1930

University - N Appr S

1930

University - S Appr

1930

W Dravus St

1959

W Emerson St

1949

W Fort St

1985

W Galer St

2000

W Howe St

1946

Woodbine Way NW

1928

Yesler Way - 4th Ave S

1909

Yesler Way - 5th Ave S

1912

Source: Federal Highway Administration.

Page 29

148



Seattle Department of Transportation: Strategic Approach to Vehicle Bridge Maintenance is Warranted

APPENDIX E

Results of Financial Policy Survey

In the city of Seattle and throughout the United States, infrastructure maintenance needs frequently
compete for funding with more visible capital improvement projects, and are often underfunded. To
identify whether other local governments had financial policies that enabled them set aside and
preserve annual funding for bridge maintenance, we researched a judgmental sample of seven
jurisdictions. The seven jurisdictions we researched included: Pittsburgh, PA; Minneapolis, MN; Portland,
OR; Scottsdale, AZ; King County, WA; Denver, CO; and Winnipeg, Canada. We reviewed relevant
ordinances, policies and reports, and interviewed knowledgeable officials.

We found that four of the seven jurisdictions had financial policies to help preserve annual funding for
infrastructure maintenance, including bridges. These ranged from: 1) entity-wide policy statements that
were not enforced, 2) policies that were selectively implemented (based on how well the individual
capital improvement project oversight committees worked), and 3) policies that reflected an entity-wide
commitment to incrementally closing the deferred maintenance gap. We concluded that the following
factors contribute to a jurisdiction’s potential for incrementally closing their infrastructure deferred
maintenance funding gap:

1. A financial policy that preserves minimum annual funding for deferred maintenance,
2. Internal controls® to ensure that the financial policy is being adhered to,

3. A robust asset management system (i.e., one that relies on regularly updated, sufficiently
detailed condition data to set and communicate funding priorities),

4. An entity-wide commitment—including elected officials, managers, and constituents—to the
importance of reducing the deferred maintenance backlog, and

5. Involvement from community members with relevant expertise in setting funding priorities and
commitment to transparency and making information about the infrastructure plan available to
the public.

Three of the most promising approaches we identified included:

The City of Minneapolis, Minnesota MINNESOTA
BRIDGES

In 2016, the City of Minneapolis passed an ordinance requiring a minimum
amount be spent annually for street infrastructure and neighborhood

parks capital projects for the next twenty years. Funds may come from levy,
cash, or bond proceeds. Minneapolis also has a Capital Long-Range
Improvement Committee that developed rating guidelines used to assign point
values to each capital budget project. Points are added if the capital
improvements would save future maintenance costs and deducted if new oot
projects do not have a source for ongoing maintenance funding.

Summaries

9 For example, the City of Minneapolis’ capital budget process tracks unspent funds as a check and balance system to
ensure they are complying with their ordinance to spend a minimum annual amount for street infrastructure and
neighborhood parks capital projects.
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The City and County of Denver, Colorado

Recognizing that the existing capital planning and budgeting process was not
adequately maintaining the city’s infrastructure, the City and County of Denver
created two task forces: 1) to assess the condition of the current infrastructure,
develop maintenance standards, and establish criteria for setting priorities,
and 2) to develop a capital funding policy to provide a long-term framework -
based on the results of the first group. Based on the hard data and practical (//”
proposals that came out of the two task forces, the City and County of Denver — SalEEaaiiis
was able to secure voter approval of a property tax increase for capital
maintenance and a major capital maintenance bond issue. P L 0 KA BoHE

The City of Winnipeg, Manitoba, Canada
The City of Winnipeg made a commitment to strengthening asset S i
management by approving a policy that made it a core business e M
function, establishing a framework by requiring the development of
comprehensive Asset Management Plans (AMPs), and completing its first AMP
in 2018. While City officials readily admit that closing their deferred
maintenance gap will take a long-term effort and further work to identify and
obtain additional sources of revenue, they now have a robust system for
tracking and comparing the condition of their assets citywide, calculating the
deferred maintenance gap for each asset, and prioritizing projects. This
information, along with their organizational structure, puts them in a better
position to make the case for the importance of maintaining infrastructure.

Page 31

150



Seattle Department of Transportation: Strategic Approach to Vehicle Bridge Maintenance is Warranted

APPENDIX F

Seattle Office of City Auditor Mission, Background, and Quality
Assurance

Our Mission:

To help the City of Seattle achieve honest, efficient management and full accountability throughout City
government. We serve the public interest by providing the City Council, Mayor and City department
heads with accurate information, unbiased analysis, and objective recommendations on how best to use
public resources in support of the well-being of Seattle residents.

Background:

Seattle voters established our office by a 1991 amendment to the City Charter. The office is an
independent department within the legislative branch of City government. The City Auditor reports to
the City Council and has a four-year term to ensure her/his independence in deciding what work the
office should perform and reporting the results of this work. The Office of City Auditor conducts
performance audits and non-audit projects covering City of Seattle programs, departments, grants, and
contracts. The City Auditor’s goal is to ensure that the City of Seattle is run as effectively, efficiently, and
equitably as possible in compliance with applicable laws and regulations.

How We Ensure Quality:

The office's work is performed in accordance with the Government Auditing Standards issued by the
Comptroller General of the United States. These standards provide guidelines for audit planning,
fieldwork, quality control systems, staff training, and reporting of results. In addition, the standards
require that external auditors periodically review our office’s policies, procedures, and activities to
ensure that we adhere to these professional standards.

Seattle Office of City Auditor
700 Fifth Avenue, Suite 2410
Seattle WA 98124-4729
Ph: 206-233-3801
www.seattle.gov/cityauditor
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SDOT: Strategic Approach to
Vehicle Bridge Maintenance is
Warranted

PRESENTATION TO THE TRANSPORTATION & UTILITIES COMMITTEE
SEPTEMBER 16,2020
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Key Takeaways

e SDOT’s bridge conditions are similar to other cities, but this is not
good news

e SDOT meets bridge maintenance expenditure targets, but the
amount budgeted is far below what is needed

e Accurate estimates of need and several other issues need to be
addressed for SDOT to establish a strategic bridge preservation
program

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor
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SDOT Bridges
We looked at 77 vehicle bridges that SDOT owns and p e i e ponst o
maintains: e rgmon b
o 22 are in good condition - =B
o 50 are in fair condition ¢ 0. : ]
o 5 are in poor condition - / §

Fairview Ave N

2nd Ave E_x\ension S

The five bridges in poor condition are:

o Fairview Ave N (in the process of being replaced) A .‘\ AN
0 MagnOIia . \. Lower West Seattle o

o 2nd Ave S Ext. AGRZY’

o University (counted as two bridges) * wain wbst s&ie

.6:7 Bridge
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Most SDOT Vehicle Bridges are in Fair
Condition

Increased maintenance
investments needed to
prevent bridges in good or
fair condition from
deteriorating, especially
given the age of many
Seattle bridges

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor



SDOT’s Bridge Portfolio is Similar to Other
Jurisdictions

Chicago (607) R4 58% 28%
Pittsburgh (298) EEM 64% 22%
SDOT (77) {32 65% 29%
Minneapolis (316) 2 65% 30%
Washington DC (244) gY% 71% 25%
Portland (387) [}/ 88% 10%
\ H Poor M Fair H Good
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SDOT Spends Most of What it Budgets for
Bridge Maintenance

Voters passed 9-year
$12,000,000 $930 million Levy to
Move Seattle

$10,000,000
$8,000,000
$6,000,000

$4,000,000
$2,000,000
$-

2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019

— Actual — Budget
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SDOT Estimates More Funding is Needed

e To maintain bridges in a state of good repair, SDOT estimates they
should spend 1 to 3 percent of total replacement cost

* |n 2018, the replacement value for all SDOT bridges over 60 years
old was estimated to be $3.4 billion

e At 1 percent, that’s a minimum of $S34 million per year

e Average annual spending on bridge maintenance for the last 14
years was $6.6 million

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor



1. Planning Needed to Close the Gap

Bridge Preservation Program

Preventive Maintenance

c
,_g Bridge
= Rehabilitation
'g Fair Program
0
O Bridge
Poor Replacement
Program =
Q
g
Severe 5
3
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1. Planning Needed to Close the Gap

Updated estimates of how long bridges should last is the foundation
of a proactive bridge preservation program.

RECOMMENDATIONS:
Update the estimated useful life of bridges;
use the data to plan for maintenance work and lifecycle costs; and

close the maintenance funding gap.

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor



2. Address Compliance Risk

SDOT risks being out of compliance with

federal regulators

RECOMMENDATION:

Take immediate steps to resolve all the
issues identified in the 2019 Federal
Highway Administration review.

City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor

Federal Register/Vol. 69, No. 239/ Tuesday, December 14, 2004 /Rules and Regulations 74419

FOR FURTHER INFORMATION CONTACT:
Lonnie W. Luther, Center for Veterinary
Medicine (HFV-104), Food and Drug
Administration, 7519 Standish PL.,
Rockville, MD 20855, 301-827-8549, e-
mail: lonnie.luther@fda.gov.
SUPPLEMENTARY INFORMATION: Phoenix
Scientific, Inc., 3915 South 48th St. Ter.,
St. Joseph, MO 64503, filed ANADA
200-382 for veterinary prescription use
of Furosemide Syrup 1% in dogs by oral
administration for treatment of edema
associated with cardiac insufficiency
and acute noninflammatory tissue
edema. Phoenix Scientific’s Furosemide
Syrup 1% is approved as a generic copy
of Intervet, Inc.’s LASIX (furosemide)
Syrup 1%, approved under NADA 102-
380. The ANADA is approved as of
November 18, 2004, and the regulations
are amended in 21 CFR 520.1010 to
reflect the approval. The basis of
approval is discussed in the freedom of
information summary.

In accordance with the freedom of
information provisions of 21 CFR part
20 and 21 CFPR 514.11(e)(2)(ii), a
summary of safety and effectiveness
data and information submitted to
support approval of this application
mgypba sagg in the Divisiolzlpof Dackets
Management (HF A-305), Food and Drug
Administration, 5630 Fishers Lane, rm.
1061, Rockville, MD 20852, between 9
a.m. and 4 p.m., Monday through

Friday.

FDA has determined under 21 CFR
25.33(a)(1) that this action is of a type
that does not individually or
cumulatively have a significant effect on
the human environment. Therefore,
neither an environmental assessment
nor an environmental impact statement

uired.
‘This rule does not meet the definition
of “rule” in 5 U.S.C. 804(3)(A) because

§520.1010 Furosemide.
w * * B *

by ***

(4) No. 059130 for use of syrup in
paragraph (a)(4) of this section for
conditions of use in paragraph (d)(2)(i)
and (d)(2)(ii)(A) of this section.

* * * * *
Dated: December 6, 2004.
Stephen F. Sundlof,
Director, Center for Veterinary Medicine.
[FR Doc. 04-27291 Filed 12-13-04; 8:45 am]
BILLING CODE 4160-01-5

Government Printing Office’s Electronic
Bulletin Board Service at (202) 512—
1661. Internet users may also reach the
Office of the Federal Register's home
page at: http://www.archives.gov and the
Government Printing Office’s Web page
at: hitp://www.access.gpo.gov/nara.

Background

The FHWA bridge inspection program
regulations were developed as a result
of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968
(Pub. L. 90495, 82 Stat. 815) that
required the Secretary of Transportation
to blish NBIS to ensure the safety of

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION
Federal Highway Administration

23 CFR Part 650
[FHWA Docket No. FHWA-2001-8954]
RIN 2125-AE86

National Bridge Inspection Standards

AGENCY: Federal Highway
Administration (FHWA), DOT.

ACTION: Final rule.

SUMMARY: The FHWA is revising its
regulation on the National Bridge
Inspection Standards (NBIS). This
action is necessary to address perceived
ambiguities in the NBIS that have been
identified since the last update to the
regulation in 1988. The changes clarify
the NBIS language that is vague or
ambiguous; reorganizes the NBIS into a
more logical sequence; and makes the
regulation easier to read and
understand, not only by the inspector in
the field, but also by those
administering the highway bridge
inspection programs at the State or
Federal agency level.

the traveling public.

The 1968 Federal-Aid Highway Act
directed the States to maintain an
inventory of Federal-aid highway
system bridges. The Federal-Aid
Highway Act of 1970 (Pub. L. 91-605,
84 Stat. 1713) limited the NBIS to
bridges on the Federal-aid highway
system. The Surface Transportation
Assistance Act of 1978 (Pub. L. 95-599,
92 Stat. 2689) extended NBIS
requirements to bridges greater than 20
feet on all public roads. The Surface
Transportation and Uniform Relocation
Assistance Act of 1987 (Pub. L. 100-17,
101 Stat. 132) expanded the scope of
bridge inspection programs to include
special inspection procedures for
fracture critical members and
underwater inspection.

The FHWA published an advance
notice of proposed rulemaking
(ANPRM) on September 26, 2001, (66
FR 49154) to solicit comments on
whether to revise its regulation on the
NBIS. The majority of commenters to
the ANPRM recommended that the
FHWA revise the NBIS regulation.

Discussion of Comments Received to
the Notice of Proposed Rulemaking



3. Hidden Cost of Reimbursable Work

Some SDOT bridge maintenance work is not on SDOT bridges.

W city of Seattle - Office of City Auditor



3. Hidden Cost of Reimbursable Work

1) reduces amount of work done on Seattle bridges, and

2) changes type of work done on Seattle bridges

RECOMMENDATION:
Reduce reimbursable project workload unrelated to SDOT bridge
maintenance.

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor



4. Revise Oversight of Private Bridges

IV city of Seattle - Office of City Auditor




4. Revise Oversight of Private Bridges

Historic ordinance from more than 50 g overpaSEs
years ago creates duplicative work and s
takes 0.5 FTE of SDOT inspection capacity s g M s ALY SRS in

along and across the public streets; providing for inspections
and payment of inspection fees in connection therewith and

each year. e o et

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS POLLOWS:

Section 1. | The City Engineer shall annually, or oftener as he
shall deem necessary for the protection of t‘lfn public safety, inspect
or cause to be inspected all bridges, trestles, viaducts, tunnels,

RECOMMENDATION: J—

structed or installed in, along, owver, or across the public streets

SDOT should develop draft legislation to | | e e cie e o cxstnc srnsis sy srmansn ox spssn

- permit and reguired by such ordinance to be maintained by the grantee
replace Ordinance 96715. | ot any suen sranonse ox spectal perwit.
Section 2. The cost of such inspection shall be paid by the
' grantee of any such franchise or special permit and the City m;.l.:l:;u_
! ) is hereby authorized to bill for and collect fees in such amounts as

ars commensurate with the reasonable cost of such ins ions.

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor




Key Takeaway Summary and Conclusion

e SDOT’s bridge conditions are similar to other cities, but this is not
good news

e SDOT meets bridge maintenance expenditure targets, but the
amount budgeted is far below what is needed

e Accurate estimates of need and several other issues need to be
addressed for SDOT to establish a strategic bridge preservation
program

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor



Acknowledgements and Questions

We appreciate SDOT’s cooperation and assistance

A copy of our report can be found on our website at:

https://www.seattle.gov/cityauditor/reports

Questions?

VIV City of Seattle - Office of City Auditor
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CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; authorizing the General Manager and CEO to execute
a ten-year agreement with Pend Oreille County, for loss of revenues and additional financial burdens
associated with the City Light Department’s operation of the Boundary Hydroelectric Project on the
Pend Oreille River pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, 35.21.425, 35.21.426, and 35.21.427; and ratifying and
confirming certain prior acts.

WHEREAS, the City Light Department (“City Light”) operates a hydroelectric generating facility (“Boundary
Project”) in Pend Oreille County (“County’’) and said facility was constructed after March 17, 1955; and

WHEREAS, Revised Code of Washington (“RCW?) 35.21.425 requires any city that constructs a hydroelectric
generating project after March 17, 1955, in a county other than the county in which such city is located,
to enter into an agreement with such county that provides for loss of revenue and other financial
burdens in providing for the public peace, health safety, welfare, and added road maintenance in such
county, in addition to road construction or relocation as well as any loss of revenue and/or increases to
the financial burden of any school district affected by the construction because of an increase in the
number of pupils by reason of the construction or the operation of said generating facilities; and

WHEREAS, the previous agreement between City Light and the County expired by its own terms on December
31, 2019, and the parties began negotiations on a new agreement; and

WHEREAS, the County and City Light have reached monetary agreements for payments made by City Light to
the County for the years 2020 through 2029, including all payments made and to be made by the County

on behalf of City Light to the towns of Metaline, Metaline Falls, and Ione, and the Selkirk, Cusick, and

Newport School Districts, as more fully set forth in the 2020 Agreement between The City of Seattle

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 1 of 3 Printed on 9/15/2020
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and Pend Oreille County attached hereto as Attachment A; and
WHEREAS, the County has reached agreement with the Selkirk, Cusick, and Newport School Districts, and the

towns of Metaline Falls, Metaline, and Ione, on the amounts of money each entity shall receive from the

County on behalf of City Light, however warranted or entitled; and
WHEREAS, each of these towns and school districts have further warranted to City Light that the payments

they are to receive under the agreements are in full satisfaction of the City’s obligation to them under

RCW 35.21.420, 35.21.425, 35.21.426, and 35.21.427 for the stated years and that they will not seek

additional funds, and the agreements are attached hereto as Attachments B, C, D, E, F, and G; and
WHEREAS, City Light’s agreement with the County, and the specified payments to the school districts of

Selkirk, Cusick, and Newport and the towns of Metaline, Metaline Falls, and Ione are all made pursuant

to RCW 35.21.420, 35.21.425, 35.21.426, and 35.21.427 due to City Light’s operation of the Boundary

Project; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The General Manager and CEO of City Light, or the General Manager and CEO’s designee,
is hereby authorized for and on behalf of The City of Seattle to execute and deliver a ten-year agreement with
Pend Oreille County providing for payment to Pend Oreille County and certain school districts and towns
adjacent to the Boundary Project, substantially in the form of the agreement attached hereto as Attachment A
(“2020 Agreement”). The 2020 Agreement provides for annual payments for the years 2020 through 2029,
inclusive, to Pend Oreille County; the Selkirk, Cusick, and Newport School Districts; and the towns of
Metaline, Metaline Falls, and Ione. As specified in the 2020 Agreement, the payments are made pursuant to
RCW 35.21.420, 35.21.425, 35.21.426, and 35.21.427.

Section 2. Any act pursuant to the authority of this ordinance taken prior to its effective date is hereby

ratified and confirmed.

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 2 of 3 Printed on 9/15/2020
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Section 3. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force 30 days after its approval by the Mayor, but if
not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Seattle Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2020, and signed by
me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of , 2020.
President of the City Council
Approved by me this day of , 2020.

Jenny A. Durkan, Mayor

Filed by me this day of , 2020.

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)

Attachments:
Attachment A - 2020 Agreement between The City of Seattle and Pend Oreille County
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Att A - 2020 Agreement

. A-2020-34

2020 AGREEMENT BETWEEN
THE CITY OF SEATTLE
AND
PEND OREILLE COUNTY

This 2020 Agreement (“Agreement”), dated this _[5_ day of I'Vl ay
2020, is entered into by and between The City of Seattle, by and through its City Light
Department (“City Light’) and Pend Oreille County (“County”). City Light and the
County may individually be referred to as a “Party” in this Agreement or collectively as
‘Parties”.

WHEREAS, the City operates a hydroelectric generating facility (hereinafter the
‘Boundary Project’) in Pend Oreille County and the Boundary Project was constructed
after March 1, 1955; and

WHEREAS, the Revised Code of Washington (‘RCW") 35.21.425 requires any
city, that constructs a hydroelectric generating project after March 17, 1955 in a county
other than the county in which such city is located, to enter into an agreement with such
county that provides for loss of revenue and other financial burdens in providing for the
public peace, health, safety, welfare, and added road maintenance in such county, in
addition to road construction or relocation as well as any loss of revenues and/or
increases to the financial burden of any school district affected by the construction
because of an increase in the number of pupils by reason of the construction or the
operation of said generating facilities; and

WHEREAS, RCW 35.21.420 provides alternative authority for a city, that
constructs a hydroelectric generating project in a county other than the one it resides in,
to enter into an agreement with such county to provide for the public peace, health,
safety and welfare of such county as concerns the facilities and the personnel employed
in connection therewith, by contributing to the support of the county government of any
such county; and

WHEREAS, on August 24, 2010, pursuant to such statutory authority, City Light
and the County entered into a contract that provided for determining the first-year
payment to the County utilizing a compensation methodology based on the generation
portion of the state law tax on generation facilities of public utility districts (the “2010
Contract’); and

WHEREAS, the 2010 Contract expired by its own terms on December 31, 2019
the Parties began negotiations on a new agreement that same year; and

WHEREAS, senior executives from both Parties made multiple trips from Seattle
to Pend Oreille County to meet and negotiate the new agreement: and
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WHEREAS, in early 2020, in light of the extended negotiating period, City Light,
pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, continued payment to the County providing for payments to
the County for the calendar year 2020 based on the 2019 payment under the 2010
Contract combined with a 3.1% escalator; and

WHEREAS, the County and City Light have now reached monetary agreements
for payments made by City Light to the County for the years 2020 through 2029,
including payments made by the County on behalf of City Light to the Selkirk, Cusick
and Newport School Districts, (“the School Districts”) and the towns of Metaline Falls,
Metaline, and lone (the “Towns") (and collectively “Local Governments”), as more fully
set forth in Attachment A, and wish to memorialize such agreement in this document;

WHEREAS, City Light has made all payments required under the 2010
Agreement;

NOW, Therefore, City Light and the County agree as follows:
Payments Pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426 and .427

1. This agreement shall be effective as of the date first mentioned above
and shall set forth the payments to be made from City Light to the County for the years
2020- 2029 pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, 426 and .427 (hereinafter the “Statutory
Payment(s)”).

2. The Parties agree that the Statutory Payments contemplated by this
contract shall be made as follows:

I, For the 2020-year, City Light shall pay the County four equal
payments of $473,340.09, or until such time as a final Agreement
has been executed between the parties, at which time remaining
payments for 2020 will be adjusted to $676,293.75: and

ii. For year 2020, by December 31, 2020 City Light shall provide a
true-up payment representing the difference between the initial
2020 payments and the remaining balance for 2020 under the
Agreement (Attachment A); and

iii. For years 2021 — 2029, City Light shall make the payment
specified for each year in Attachment A in four equal installments
on the following dates for each year: January 10, April 10, July 10,
and October 10.

The County acknowledges that City Light must seek and receive ordinance authority for
this Agreement from the Seattle City Council. Upon receipt of the County’s executed
Agreement, City Light shall use good faith, commercially reasonable efforts to expedite
the approval of the authorizing ordinance by the Seattle City Council.

3. The County and City Light agree that the Statutory Payments made to the
County include funds the County has agreed to distribute on behalf of City Light to the

2
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Local Governments. The Statutory Payments shall be made solely to the County as
consideration for any and all moneys and payments, however warranted or entitled, to
be made by City Light to the County and Local Governments. The Statutory Payments
are the complete consideration for any and all claims the County and/or the Local
Governments have or could have asserted for the time period through December 31,
2029 pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426 or .427.

4, Any portion of the Statutory Payments made on behalf of or for the
School Districts are not for the support of basic education and are not to be used for that
purpose. These funds are intended to provide compensation to the districts as
authorized and allowed under RCW 35.21.420, .425, 426 and .427.

5. The County shall condition the payments made to the Local Governments
on the Local Governments’ agreement to not request any other payments from City Light
under RCW 35.21.420, 425, .426 and .427. In the event the Local Governments fail to
adhere to this condition, City Light shall have the right to withhold the applicable Local
Government(s)’ allocation from its payments to the County until such matters are
resolved consistent with this Agreement. The County agrees to cooperate and provide
good faith assistance to City Light in the prompt resolution of any such disputes with the
Local Government(s).

6. One year prior to the delivery of the last quarterly payment to the County
authorized by paragraph 2, this contract shall be subject to renegotiation pursuant to the
requirements of RCW 35.21.420, 425, .426 and .427.

General
7. The County represents and warrants that:

i.  The County has reached written agreements with the Local
Governments on the allocation of any Statutory Payments between
the County and the Local Governments; and

ii. The agreed upon payments under this Agreement include any all
moneys being paid to the Local Governments, including any
payments required to be made by City Light to the Local Governments
under RCW 35.21.425; and

iii. The County will timely make any distribution of the Statutory
Payments to the Local Governments;

iv. The County has the full authority from each of the Local Governments
to enter into this agreement.

8. This Agreement shall be governed by the laws of the state of Washington
without reference to its choice of law principles to the contrary.

9. This Agreement may be amended or modified only by a writing signed by
both Parties.

10. Any failure or delay in the exercise of any right or remedy available to a

Party hereunder shall not be construed as a waiver or relinquishment of such right or
remedy.
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11. Any rule or principle of contractual construction that would otherwise
require any aspect of this Agreement to be interpreted against the Party primarily

responsible for its drafting will not be employed in the interpretation of this Agreement.

12. This Agreement constitutes, on and as of the date hereof, the entire
agreement of the Parties with respect to the subject matter hereof and thereof and
supersedes any and all prior and contemporaneous agreements and understandings,
written or oral, of the Parties regarding the subject matter hereof.

THE CITY OF SEATTLE,
by and through its City Light Department

By:

Title:

BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS
PEND OREILLE COUNTY

By: ///éfé /&f""z,

Title: _(ommisSioner, Cha;v

By: #ﬁ ML:;L

Title: C,Ol/nm‘. $S ioner! Vice Chas r

By: /7 e/ ‘O/ %”C;‘)
Title: /C:OW%?\}SS iohelr
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Attachment A to the 2020 Agreement

STATUTORY PAYMENTS
Year Statutory Payment
2020 $2,705,175
2021 $2,763,336
2022 $2,822,748
2023 $2,883,437
2024 $2,945,431
2025 $3,008,758
2026 $3,073,446
2027 $3,139,525
2028 $3,207,025
2029 $3,275,976
- Attachments:

B" Selkirk Scheol Districet
C— Cusrck School District

D- Newport School District
£ — Town of Lone

F— Town of Metaline

G— Town of Metaline Falls
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AGREEMENT TO CONDITIONS OF RECEIVING MONETARY
PAYMENTS-SELKIRK SCHOOL DISTRICT

This Agreement, effective as of (the “Effective Date”™), is entered into
by and between The City of Seattle, by and through its City Light Department, (“Seattle”), Pend
Oreille County (the “County”), and the Selkirk School District (“Selkirk”). Seattle, the County
and Selkirk may be collectively referred to as “Parties” and individually as a “Party”.

WHEREAS, Seattle owns the Boundary Hydroelectric Dam (“Boundary Project”) operating in
Pend Oreille County; and

WHEREAS, Seattle and the County intend to enter into an Agreement which provides for certain
monetary payments to be made by Seattle to the County under Revised Code of Washington
(“RCW?”) 35.21.420, .425, .426, or .427 and for the period January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029 for distribution to local government entities including Selkirk to compensate it for impacts
arising from the Boundary Project; and

WHEREAS, Selkirk has reviewed this pending Agreement, including total dollar amounts Seattle
has agreed to pay the County each year between January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2029; and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits and other good and valuable
consideration, the sufficiency of which are hereby recognized by the Parties to be obtained
pursuant to this Agreement, Selkirk, County, and Seattle hereby agree as follows:

1. Selkirk, County and Seattle agree that the allocation of Seattle payments to the County for
Selkirk is contained in the following table:

Table 1
Year Payment from County to
Selkirk
2020 $450,412
2021 $460,095
2022 $469,988
2023 $480,092
2024 $490.,414
2025 $500,958
2026 $511,729
2027 $522,731
2028 $533,970
2029 $545,450

2. Upon receipt of the quarterly payments from Seattle to the County, the County agrees to pay
Selkirk each year’s amount as identified in Table 1 above.
i.  For years 2021-2029, the County shall make the payment specified for each year
noted above in four equal installments by the end of each of the following months:
January, April, July, and October.
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3. Selkirk accepts these payments as identified in Table 1 as full and complete compensation for
amounts owed or owing to it from the County and Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or .427 arising from the Boundary Project; and

4. Selkirk agrees that upon receipt of these payments as indicated above, Selkirk represents and
warrants to the County and Seattle that Selkirk will not, under any circumstances, attempt to scek
additional compensation from cither the County or Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, 426,

or 427 arising from or related to the Boundary Project and for the time period January 1, 2020
through December 29, 2029,

5. This Agreement represents the entirc agreement between the Parties and may be amended only
by a written instrument executed by all of the Parties.

6. This Agreement may be cxccuted in two (2) or more counterparts, each of which shall be an
original, but such counterparts together shall constitute one and the same instrument
notwithstanding that cach one of the Parties are not signatories to the same counterpart.

IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the Parties have caused this Apreement to be executed as of
the Effective Date.

The City of Seattle, City Light Department

Name Title Date
Pend Oreille County

W W Apcc hnir S-/P-20
Name Title Date
Selkirk School District

\SWFMM tndpd- 5/; | / 2020

Title

Nancy Lot ze
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A-ﬁzzc% ment C

AGREEMENT TO CONDITIONS OF RECEIVING MONETARY
PAYMENTS-CUSICK SCHOOL DISTRICT

This Agreement, effective as of (the “Effective Date™), is entered into
by and between The City of Seattle, by and through its City Light Department, (“Seattle”), Pend
Oreille County (the “County”), and the Cusick School District (“Cusick™). Seattle, the County and
Cusick may be collectively referred to as “Parties” and individually as a “Party”.

WHEREAS, Seattle owns the Boundary Hydroelectric Dam (“Boundary Project™) operating in
Pend Oreille County; and

WHEREAS, Seattle and the County intend to enter into an Agreement which provides for certain
monetary payments to be made by Seattle to the County under Revised Code of Washington
(“RCW”) 35.21.420, .425, .426, or .427 and for the period January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029 for distribution to local government entities including Cusick to compensate it for impacts
arising from the Boundary Project; and

WHEREAS, Cusick has reviewed this pending Agreement, including total dollar amounts Seattle
has agreed to pay the County each year between January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2029; and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits and other good and valuable
consideration, the sufficiency of which are hereby recognized by the Parties to be obtained
pursuant to this Agreement, Cusick, County, and Seattle hereby agree as follows:

1. Cusick, County and Seattle agree that the allocation of Seattle payments to the County for Cusick
is contained in the following table:

Table 1

Year Payment from County to

Cusick
2020 $30,000
2021 $30,000
2022 $30,000
2023 $30,000
2024 $30,000
2025 $30,000
2026 $30,000
2027 $30,000
2028 $30,000
2029 $30,000

2. Upon receipt of the quarterly payments from Seattle to the County, the County agrees to pay
Cusick each year’s amount as identified in Table 1 above.
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i.  For years 2021-2029, the County shall make the payment specified for each year
noted above in four equal installments on the following dates for each year: January
10, April 10, July 10, and October 10.

3. Cusick accepts these payments as identified in Table 1 as full and complete compensation for
amounts owed or owing to it from the County and Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or .427 arising from the Boundary Project; and

4. Cusick agrees that upon receipt of these payments as indicated above, Cusick represents and
warrants to the County and Seattie that Cusick will not, under any circumstances, attempt to seek
additional compensation from either the County or Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or 427 arising from or related to the Boundary Project and for the time period January 1, 2020
through December 29, 2029.

5. This Agreement represents the entire agreement between the Parties and may be amended only
by a written instrument executed by all of the Parties.

6. This Agreement may be executed in two (2) or more counterparts, each of which shall be an
original, but such counterparts together shall constitute one and the same instrument
notwithstanding that each one of the Parties are not signatories to the same counterpart.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed as of
the Effective Date.

The City of Seattle, City Light Department

Name Title Date
Pend Oreille County

[ spzo
Name Title Date
Mike Manus Commissioner, Chair

Cusick School District

Soperinrendent 51182020

Title Date

e ere
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Attachment D

AGREEMENT TO CONDITIONS OF RECEIVING MONETARY
PAYMENTS-NEWPORT SCHOOL DISTRICT

This Agreement, effective as of (the “Effective Date™), is entered into
by and between The City of Seattle, by and through its City Light Department, (“Seattle”), Pend
Oreille County (the “County”), and the Newport School District (“Newport™). Seattle, the County
and Newport may be collectively referred to as “Parties” and individually as a “Party”.

WHEREAS, Seattle owns the Boundary Hydroelectric Dam (“Boundary Project™) operating in
Pend Oreille County; and

WHEREAS, Seattle and the County intend to enter into an Agreement which provides for certain
monetary payments to be made by Seattle to the County under Revised Code of Washington
(“RCW?”) 35.21.420, .425, .426, or .427 and for the period January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029 for distribution to local government entities including Newport to compensate it for impacts
arising from the Boundary Project; and

WHEREAS, Newport has reviewed this pending Agreement, including total dollar amounts Seattle
has agreed to pay the County each year between January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2029; and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits and other good and valuable
consideration, the sufficiency of which are hereby recognized by the Parties to be obtained
pursuant to this Agreement, Newport, County, and Seattle hereby agree as follows:

1. Newport, County and Seattle agree that the allocation of Seattle payments to the County for
Newport is contained in the following table:

Table 1

Year Payment from County to

Newport
2020 $36,000
2021 $36,000
2022 $36,000
2023 $36,000
2024 $36,000
2025 $36,000
2026 $36,000
2027 $36,000
2028 $36,000
2029 $36,000

2. Upon receipt of the quarterly payments from Seattle to the County, the County agrees to pay
Newport each year’s amount as identified in Table 1 above.
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i.  For years 2021-2029, the County shall make the payment specified for each year
noted above in four equal installments by the end of each of the following months:
January, April, July, and October.

3. Newport accepts these payments as identified in Table 1 as full and complete compensation for
amounts owed or owing to it from the County and Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or .427 arising from the Boundary Project; and

4. Newport agrees that upon receipt of these payments as indicated above, Newport represents and
warrants to the County and Séattle that Newport will not, under any circumstances, attempt to seek
additional compensation from éither the County or Seattle pursuant to.RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or .427 arising from or related to the Boundary Project and for the time period January 1, 2020
through December 29, 2029,

5. This Agreement represents the entire agreement between the Parties and may be amended only
by a written instrument executed by all of the Parties.

6. This Agreement may be executed in two (2) or more counterparts, each of which shall be an
original, but such counterparts together shall constitute one and the same instrument
notwithstanding that each one of the Parties are not signatories to the same counterpart.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed as of
the Effective Date.

The City of Seattle, City Light Department

Name ' Title Date

Pend Oreille County

///,é ,&—-—b Hoco chole P L0

Title Date

Newport School District
MZ.% A’ jW{h&«_v&JL 5-//5’/,2020
Name Title * Date
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Atfach ment E

AGREEMENT TO CONDITIONS OF RECEIVING MONETARY
PAYMENTS-TOWN OF IONE

This Agreement, effective as of (the “Effective Date™), is entered into
by and between The City of Seattle, by and through its City Light Department, (“Seattle’), Pend
Oreille County (the “County”), and the Town of lone (“Ione”). Seattle, the County and Tone may
be collectively referred to as “Parties” and individually as a “Party”.

WHEREAS, Seattle owns the Boundary Hydroelectric Dam (“Boundary Project”) operating in
Pend Oreille County; and

WHEREAS, Seattle and the County intend to enter into an Agreement which provides for certain
monetary payments to be made by Seattle to the County under Revised Code of Washington
(“RCW?”) 35.21.420, .425, .426, or .427 and for the period January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029 for distribution to local government entities including lone to compensate it for impacts
arising from the Boundary Project; and

WHEREAS, Ione has reviewed this pending Agreement, including total dollar amounts Seattle-has
agreed to pay the County each year between January 1, 2020 through December 31, 2029; and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits and other good and valuable
consideration, the sufficiency of which are hereby recognized by the Parties to be obtained
pursuant to this Agreement, lone, County, and Seattle hereby agree as follows:

1. Ione, County and Seattle agree that the allocation of Seattle payments to the County for Ione is
contained in the following table:

Table 1
Year Payment from County to
lone
2020 $40,000
2021 $40,500
2022 $41,000
2023 $41.500
2024 $42,000
2025 $42.,500
2026 $43.,000
2027 $43.,500
2028 $44,000
2029 $44,500

2. Upon receipt of the quarterly payments from Seattle to the County, the County agrees to pay
Ione each year’s amount as identified in Table 1 above.
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L. For years 2021-2029, the County shall make the payment specified for each year
noted above in four equal installments by the end of cach of the following months:
January, April, July, and October.

3. Ione accepts these payments as identified in Table 1 as full and complete compensation for
amounts owed or owing to it from the County and Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or .427 arising from the Boundary Project; and

4. Ione agrees that upon receipt of these payments as indicated above, lone represents and warrants
to the County and Seattle that Tone will not, under any circumstances, attempt to seek additional
compensation {rom either the County or Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, 425, .426, or .427
arising from or related to the Boundary Project and for the time period January 1, 2020 through
December 29, 2029,

5. This Agreement represents the entire agreement between the Parties and may be amended only
by a written instrument executed by all of the Partics.

6. This Agreement may be executed in two (2) or more counterparts, cach of which shall be an

original. bul such counterparts together shall constitute one and the same  instrument
notwithstanding that each onc of the Parties are not signatorics to the same counterpart,

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be cxecuted as of
the Effective Date.

The City of Seattle, City Light Department

Name Title Date
Pend Orcille County
%“L W&é Chacn ‘5’;/.? 20

Name Title Datc
Town of lone

A ,-"’- .__. /7

P e W ¥ e )

/1 o SER P4 e R HE )

Name Title § Date
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Athchment F

AGREEMENT TO CONDITIONS OF RECEIVING MONETARY
PAYMENTS-TOWN OF METALINE

This Agreement, effective as of (the “Effective Date™), is entered into
by and between The City of Seattle, by and through its City Light Department, (“Scattle”), Pend
Oreille County (the “County”), and the Town of Metaline (‘“Metaline™). Seattle, the County and
Metaline may be collectively referred to as “Parties” and individually as a “Party™.

WHEREAS, Seattle owns the Boundary Hydroelectric Dam (“Boundary Project™) operating in
Pend Oreille County; and

WHEREAS, Seattle and the County intend to enter into an Agreement which provides for certain
monetary payments to be made by Seattle to the County under Revised Code of Washington
(“RCW?”) 35.21.420, .425, 426, or .427 and for the period January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029 for distribution to local government entities including Metaline to compensate it for impacts
arising trom the Boundary Project; and

WHEREAS, Metaline has reviewed this pending Agreement, including total dollar amounts
Scattle-has agreed to pay the County each ycar between January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029; and

NOW THEREFORE. in consideration of the mutual benefits and other good and valuable
consideration, the sufficiency ot which are hereby recognized by the Parties to be obtained
pursuant to this Agreement, Metaline, County, and Seattle hereby agrec as follows:

1. Metaline, County and Seattle agree that the allocation of Seattle payments to the County for
Metaline is contained in the following table:

I Table | _ R
| Year | Payment from County o |
(N ___Metaline
| 2020 | $40,000
| 2021 _$40,500
L 2022 $41,000
2023 | 341,500
| 2024 $42,000 o
T 2025 $42,500 1

2026 | 843000

2027 . $43,500 |
2028 |  $44000

2029 _$44,500

2. Upon receipt of the quarterly payments from Seattle to the County, the County agrees to pay

Metaline each year’s amount as identified in Table 1 above. =
2
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i.  For years 2021-2029, the County shall make the payment specified for each year
noted above in four equal installments by the end of each of the following months:
January, April, July, and October.

3. Metaline accepts these payments as identified in Table 1 as full and complete compensation for
amounts owed or owing to it from the County and Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or .427 arising from the Boundary Project; and

4. Metaline agrees that upon receipt of these payments as indicated above, Metaline represents and
warrants to thc County and Scattle that Metaline will not, under any circumstances, attempt to seck
additional compensation from either the County or Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426,
or .427 arising from or related to the Boundary Project and for the time period January 1, 2020
through December 29, 2029.

5. This Agreement represents the entire agreement between the Parties and may be amended only
by a written instrument executed by all of the Parties.

6. This Agreement may be executed in two (2) or more counterparts, each of which shall be an
original, but such counterparts together shall constitute one and the same instrument
notwithstanding that each one of the Parties are not signatories to the same counterpart.

IN WITNESS WHEREOQF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be executed as of
the Effective Date.

The City of Seattle, City Light Department

Name ' Title ‘ "~ Date

Pend Oreille County

_/ﬁ/’}r 2. &/7 /iéﬂo

Na e Title Date

Pete DceqqeﬁL
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Attachment &

AGREEMENT TO CONDITIONS OF RECEIVING MONETARY
PAYMENTS-TOWN OF METALINE FALLS

This Agreement, effective as of (the “Effective Date™), is entered into
by and between The City of Seattle, by and through its City Light Department, (“Seattle”), Pend
Oreille County (the “County”), and the Town of Metaline Falls (“Metaline Falls”). Seattle, the
County and Metaline Falls may be collectively referred to as “Parties” and individually as a
“Party”.

WHEREAS, Seattle owns the Boundary Hydroelectric Dam (“Boundary Project”) operating in
Pend Oreille County; and

WHEREAS, Seattle and the County intend to enter into an Agreement which provides for certain
monetary payments to be made by Seattle to the County under Revised Code of Washington
(“RCW?”) 35.21.420, .425, .426, or .427 and for the period January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029 for distribution to local government entities including Metaline Falls to compensate it for
impacts arising from the Boundary Project; and

WHEREAS, Metaline Falls has reviewed this pending Agreement, including total dollar amounts
Seattle-has agreed to pay the County each year between January 1, 2020 through December 31,
2029; and

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual benefits and other good and valuable
consideration, the sufficiency of which are hereby recognized by the Parties to be obtained
pursuant to this Agreement, Metaline Falls, County, and Seattle hereby agree as follows:

1. Metaline Falls, County and Seattle agree that the allocation of Seattle payments to the County
for Metaline Falls is contained in the following table:

Table 1
Year Payment from County to
Metaline Falls
2020 $40,000
2021 $40,500
2022 $41,000
2023 $41,500
2024 $42.,000
2025 $42.500
2026 $43,000
2027 $43,500
2028 $44.000
2029 $44,500

2. Upon receipt of the quarterly payments from Seattle to the County, the County agrees to pay
Metaline Falls each year’s amount as identified in Table 1 above.
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i.  For years 2021-2029, the County shall make the payment specified for each year
noted above in four equal installments by the end of cach of the following months:
January, April, July, and October.

3. Metaline Falls accepts these payments as identified in Table 1 as full and complete compensation
for amounts owed or owing to it from the County and Seattle pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425,
426, or .427 arising from the Boundary Project; and

4. Metaline Falls agrees that upon receipt of thcsc payments as indicated above, Metaline Falls
represents and warrants to the County and Seattle that Metaline Falls will not, under any
circumstances, attempt to seek additional compensation from either the County or Seattle pursuant
to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426, or .427 arising from or related to the Boundary Project and for the
time period January 1, 2020 through December 29, 2029.

5. This Agreement represents the entire agreement between the Parties and may be amended only
by a writlen instrument executed by all of the Parties.

6. This Agreement may be executed in two (2) or more counterparts, each of which shall be an
original, but such counterparts together shall constitute one and the same instrument
notwithstanding that each one of the Parties are not signatories to the same counterpart.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the Parties have caused this Agreement to be exccuted as of
the Effective Date.

The City of Scattle, City Light Department

Name - o '_l;itie_ _ Date

Pend Oreille County

W W z@{é Lhacr - SHYF-2»
ame Title Date

Town of Metaline Falls

- psy- 2020

Date

Tara Leininger
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Jeff Wolf
SCL Ten-Year Agreement with Pend Oreille County for Financial Burden Funding SUM
Dla

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: CBO Contact/Phone:
| Seattle City Light | Jeff Wolf / (206) 684-3179 | Greg Shiring / (206) 386-4085 |

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including
amendments may not be fully described.

| 1. BILL SUMMARY |

Legislation Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; authorizing the
General Manager and CEO to execute a ten-year agreement with Pend Oreille County, for
loss of revenues and additional financial burdens associated with the City Light Department’s
operation of the Boundary Hydroelectric Project on the Pend Oreille River pursuant to RCW
35.21.420, 35.21.425, 35.21.426, and 35.21.427; and ratifying and confirming certain prior
acts.

Summary and background of the Legislation: A prior 10-year agreement with Pend
Oreille County pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426, and .427 and approved by Ordinance
123402 expired at the end of 2019. This negotiated agreement establishes a new payment
schedule for the years 2020-2029. This legislation authorizes the General Manager/Chief
Executive Officer of City Light, or her designee, to execute a ten-year agreement with Pend
Oreille County, as well as certain school districts and towns within the county for impact
payments required by the Revised Code of Washington for City Light to continue operating
its Boundary Hydro Electric Generating Facility.

The 5-year contract limits set forth in SMC 3.127.010.B, SMC 3.127.020.A. and SMC
20.50.040.G do not apply here because these agreements do not involve a lease or
consultation agreement.

These agreements must be approved by ordinance because the Department is not authorized
by SMC 21.49.130 or otherwise to enter into contracts to compensate other government
agencies for their losses attributable to the Boundary Hydroelectric Project and pursuant to
RCW 35.21.420, .425, .426, and .427.

| 2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? ___Yes_X No

| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS \

Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget? ___Yes_X _No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to The City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs?
No.

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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Jeff Wolf
SCL Ten-Year Agreement with Pend Oreille County for Financial Burden Funding SUM
Dla

Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?

Yes. RCW 35.21.420 requires that a city with a population greater than five hundred
thousand people owning and operating a public utility and having facilities for the generation
of electricity located in a county other than that in which the city is located, must provide for
the impacts of lost revenue and the public peace, health, safety, and welfare of such county
by contributing to the support of the county, city, or town government and school district of
any such county and enter into contracts setting forth agreed compensation to be made.

Not implementing the legislation would result in Pend Oreille County and school districts
taking action under RCW 35.21.426 requiring mandatory arbitration to determine the loss of
revenue and/or the cost of the increased financial burden placed upon the county or school
district. The arbitrators’ decision will be binding upon the city and the city will be required to
enter into a contract retroactive to the date when the city was first notified in writing of an
increased financial burden.

Payments are ongoing for a 10-year period under the below schedule from 2020 through
2029. It is anticipated that pursuant to RCW 35.21.420, in the year 2029, a new contract for
yearly payments will be negotiated with Pend Oreille County.

Attachment A to the 2020 Agreement

STATUTORY PAYMENTS

Year _ Statutory Payment
2020 $2,705,175
2021 $2,763,336
2022 $2,822,748
2023 $2,883,437
2024 $2,845,431
2025 $3,008,758
2026 $3.073 445
2027 ' $3,139,525
2028 $3,207,025
2029 ‘ $3,275,976

Appropriations Notes:
Appropriations for this legislation will be covered by existing available fund balance in
CL538 SCL Budget.

| 4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS

a. Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No.

b. Isa public hearing required for this legislation?
No.

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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Jeff Wolf
SCL Ten-Year Agreement with Pend Oreille County for Financial Burden Funding SUM

Dla

Does this legislation require landlords or sellers of real property to provide information
regarding the property to a buyer or tenant?
No.

Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?
No.

Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
No.

Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the public?
This legislation will not impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged communities. This is
“business as usual” for Seattle City Light.

If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What
are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this

legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s)?
N/A.

List attachments/exhibits below:
None.

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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PU RPOSE OF ORDINANCE

. Authorlze a 10 -year schedule of negotlated
payments to Pend Oreille County with dollars
designated therefrom to be distributed to certain
towns and school districts within the county to
compensate for financial burdens caused by
Seattle City Light's operation of the Boundary
Hydroelectric Project as required by RCW
35.21.420 and 425.

) Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY |



Requires City to pay impact payments if:

City has population greater than five hundred
thousand people;

Owns and operates a public utility;

Constructs or operates a hydroelectric generating
plant in another county (in this case Pend Oreille)

Hydroelectric Plant was built after March 17,1955.

Requires written agreement and continued
payments after expiration of agreement.”

’\ﬁﬁ Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY |




RCW 35.21.425

REII\/IBURSEI\/IENT TO COUNTY AND SCHOOL DISTRICTS

. Clty must enter agreement to relmburse
county and school districts for increased
financial burdens related to:

* Public peace

* Health

* Safety

* Welfare

* Roads - maintenance, construction, and relocation; and
* Additional students attending schools.

\‘jﬁ Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY |



RCW 35.21.426 AND 427

N EGOTIATIONS AN D ARBITRATION

. Arbltratlon mandated under above statutes if
negotiations fall.

* Successful negotiations enabled City to avoid
arbitration

* This agreement follows a prior agreement
negotiated in 2009 and covering 2010-2019.
(Ord. 123402)

* Anticipated that new contract will need to be
negotiated in 2029

\‘jﬁ Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY |



2020
2021
2022
2023
2024
2025
2026
2027
2028
2029

AGREED STATUTORY PAYMENTS

$2,705,175
$2,763,336
$2,822,748
$2,883,437
$2,945,431
$3,008,758
$3,073,446
$3,139,525
$3,207,025
$3,275,976

Appropriations covered by existing funds in CL538 SCL Budget

THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY |

\‘jﬁ Seattle City Light



WRITTEN AG REEI\/I ENTS

. Agreements prewously approved and S|gned by
authorized persons:

o Pend Oreille County
o Towns of Metaline, Metaline Falls, and Ione
o School Districts of Selkirk, Cusick and Newport

* Agreements require affirmation from county,
towns, and school districts that amounts to be
received satisfy statutory obligations.

\‘jﬁ Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY |
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5-YEAR CONTRACT LIMITS DO NOT APPLY

* 5-Year contract limits
oSMC 3.127.010B — |lease agreement
oSMC 3.127.020A — consultation agreement
oSMC 21.49.100 — power purchase/sale agreements

\‘jﬁ Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY |
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Legislation Text

File #: CB 119857, Version: 1

CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; clarifying that residents living in the City Light
Department owned housing in the Diablo and Newhalem communities are subject to the City Light
Department’s rates under Chapter 21.49 and 21.56 of the Seattle Municipal Code; amending Section
21.56.030 of the Seattle Municipal Code; and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

WHEREAS, the City Light Department (“City Light”) operates the Skagit Hydroelectric Project in Whatcom

County; and
WHEREAS, the Diablo and Newhalem communities both contain City Light owned housing as a result of City
Light’s historical and continuing operation of the Skagit Hydroelectric Project; and

WHEREAS, certain City Light employees receive housing and utilities as part of their applicable collective

bargaining agreement, or pursuant to a specific condition set forth in their employment letter; and

WHEREAS, all other employees residing in City Light owned housing must pay for electric consumption

pursuant to the terms of the applicable collective bargaining agreement and Seattle Municipal Code
Chapter 21.49 and Section 21.56.030; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Section 21.56.030 of the Seattle Municipal Code, last amended by Ordinance 124167, is

amended as follows:

21.56.030 Charges for electricity in Newhalem ((eemmunity:)) and Diablo communities

of)) All residents of City Light-owned housing receiving electric energy from ((the-City>s)) City Light’s system

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 1 of 3 Printed on 9/15/2020
powered by Legistar™ 200
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in the Newhalem (( es)) and Diablo

communities shall be charged the rates set forth in Chapter 21.49, except those City Light employees who

receive electric energy pursuant to an applicable collective bargaining agreement or employment offer letter.

Section 2. Any act consistent with the authority of this ordinance taken prior to its effective date is

ratified and confirmed.

Section 3. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force 30 days after its approval by the Mayor, but if
not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Seattle Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2020, and signed by
me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of , 2020.
President of the City Council
Approved by me this day of , 2020.

Jenny A. Durkan, Mayor

Filed by me this day of , 2020.
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Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)
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Mike Haynes
SCL Newhalem and Diablo Town Rates-Electrical Billing 2020 SUM
D1

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: CBO Contact/Phone:
| Seattle City Light | Mike Haynes / (206) 684-3618 | Greg Shiring / (206) 386-4085 |

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including
amendments may not be fully described.

| 1. BILL SUMMARY |

Legislation Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; clarifying that
residents living in the City Light Department owned housing in the Diablo and Newhalem
communities are subject to the City Light Department’s rates under Chapter 21.49 and 21.56
of the Seattle Municipal Code; amending Section 21.56.030 of the Seattle Municipal Code;
and ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

Summary and background of the Legislation: This ordinance provides clarification of the
Seattle Municipal Code provision related to Seattle City Light’s collection of electric service
rates from employees living in the utility-owned rental housing, homes of which are situated
in Whatcom County’s Newhalem and Diablo towns near the utility’s Skagit Hydroelectric
Project (“Project”).

Seattle City Light (“City Light”) owns housing in Whatcom County as a result of its
historical and continued operations of the Project. Some City Light employees receive
housing and utilities as part of their applicable collective bargaining agreement, or pursuant
to a specific condition set forth in their employment letter. Other Department-owned housing
is offered for rent to employees who work at the Project. Such employees must pay for
electric consumption pursuant to the terms of the applicable collective bargaining
agreements, rental contracts, and Seattle Municipal Code Chapter 21.49 and Section
21.56.030. SMC 21.56.030 is clarified to explain the aforementioned circumstances of when
City Light employees living in City Light owned housing located in Whatcom County are or
are not required to pay for electricity.

| 2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM |

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? _ Yes _X No

| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS \

Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget? _ Yes_X No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to the City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs?
No

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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Mike Haynes
SCL Newhalem and Diablo Town Rates-Electrical Billing 2020 SUM

D1

Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?
Continued legal and administrative resources would be spent in responding to inquiries and
challenges to the current provision, Seattle Municipal Code 21.56.030.

. OTHER IMPLICATIONS

Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No.

Is a public hearing required for this legislation?
No.

Does this legislation require landlords or sellers of real property to provide information

regarding the property to a buyer or tenant?
No additional disclosures will be required.

Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?
No.

Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
No.

Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the
public?

N/A.

If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What
are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this

legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s)?
N/A.

List attachments/exhibits below:
None

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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Y CENTRAL STAFF

August 12, 2020

MEMORANDUM

To: City Council
From: Eric McConaghy, Analyst
Subject: Council Bill 119857 - Residents living in the City Light-owned housing in the

Diablo and Newhalem communities are subject to the City Light rates

On August 17, 2020, the Council will discuss and possibly vote on Council Bill (CB) 119857,
proposed legislation that would clarify the Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) 21.56.030 to specify
under what circumstances residents living in City Light-owned housing located in Whatcom
County are or are not required to pay for electricity.

This memo provides background information on the proposed clarification.
Background

City Light owns rental housing in the towns of Newhalem and Diablo, near City Light’s Skagit
Hydroelectric Project (Project) in Whatcom County, Washington. The Project consists of three
power generating developments on the Skagit River — Ross Dam, Diablo Dam, and Gorge Dam.
City Light coordinates the functioning of the three dams as a single hydroelectric project.
Together the three dams supply about 20 percent of Seattle City Light's power requirements.?

Some City Light employees working at the Project receive housing and utilities according to the
applicable collective bargaining agreement or pursuant to a specific condition set forth in an
employment offer letter.

The proposed changes to SMC 21.56.030 would clarify that all residents living in the City Light-
owned housing situated in Newhalem and Diablo must pay the City Light’s rates for electricity,
except those City Light employees who receive electric energy pursuant to an applicable
collective bargaining agreement or employment offer letter. City Light has proposed the change
to SMC 21.56.030 in order to minimize legal and administrative expenses necessary to respond
to inquiries and challenges to the current provision in the SMC.

Amendment to SMC 21.56.030
The complete text if the proposed amendment, with deletions shown in ((strike-eut}} and
additions shown in underline reads:

Section 1. Section 21.56.030 of the Seattle Municipal Code, last amended by Ordinance

124167, is amended as follows:

21.56.030 Charges for electricity in Newhalem ((eemmunity-)) and Diablo communities

1 SKAGIT RIVER HYDROELECTRIC PROJECT, http://www.seattle.gov/light/skagit/. Last accessed 08/03/2020

Page 10of2
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consumers-of)) All residents of City Light-owned housing receiving electric energy from ((the-City’s))

City Light’s system in the Newhalem ((eemmunity-otherthan-Lighting-Departmentfacilitiesor

empleyees)) and Diablo communities shall be charged the rates set forth in Chapter 21.49, except those

City Light employees who receive electric energy pursuant to an applicable collective bargaining

agreement or employment offer letter.

cc: Kirstan Arestad, Executive Director
Dan Eder, Deputy Director

Page 2 of 2
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BACKGROUND

* SCL owns 44 homes iIn Newhalem & Diablo to
support its operations in those communities
oA few essential employees receive housing and

utilities as part of their collective bargaining
agreement or employment offer letters

oOther employees rent housing & sign rental
agreements with City Light

oRental agreements expressly require tenants to
pay for their own electric services

@ﬂ& Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY | m



CURRENT CODE

SMC 21 56. 030 Charqes for electr|<:|tv IN

Newhalem community.

As reqguested by the General Manager and Chief
Executive Officer of City Light in C.F. 274449 all
consumers of electric energy from the City's system
In the Newhalem community other than Lighting

Department facilities or employees shall be charged
the rates set forth in Chapter 21.49.

@) Seattle City Light

THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY | m



PROPOSED AI\/IENDI\/IENT TO CODE

SMC 21 56. 030 Charqes for electricity In

Newhalem and Diablo communities.

All residents of City Light-owned housing receiving
electric energy from City Light’s system in the
Newhalem and Diablo communities shall be
charged the rates set forth in Chapter 21.49, except
those City Light employees who receive electric
energy pursuant to an applicable collective
bargaining agreement or employment offer letter.

% Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY | m



CURRENT CODE S APPLICATION

° SI\/IC 21.56. 030 adopted |n1973

oSeattle electric rates apply to Diablo &
Newhalem residents other than a few essential
employees, who have alternative arrangement.

oOther employees’ City Light rental agreements
explicitly require payment of utilities, which
supersedes SMC.

oEmployee misinterpretation has been an issue
oLaw Department recommends clarifying in SMC

@ﬂb Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY | pry



II\/IPACT OF CODE AI\/IENDI\/IENT

° Clarlfles for current employees that S|gned
rental agreement requires payment of utilities
unless they have labor agreement or
employment offer letter with other

arrangement.

* No current employees’ existing arrangement
(labor agreement or hiring letter) changes.

* Provides clarity for future hires

(ﬂb Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY | m
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Legislation Text

File #: CB 119871, Version: 1

CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; establishing updated eligibility requirements for net
metering and customer-requested net metering aggregation billing arrangements; and amending Section
21.49.082 of the Seattle Municipal Code.

WHEREAS, The City of Seattle supports the renewable energy economy across the utility service area and the
city; and

WHEREAS, Seattle Municipal Code (SMC) Section 21.49.082 is associated with City Light’s Net Metering
Program that is aligned with chapter 80.60 of the Revised Code of Washington (RCW); and

WHEREAS, in its 2019 session the Washington State Legislature passed, and the Governor signed, legislation
concerning net metering by amending and creating new provisions in chapter 80.60 RCW; and

WHEREAS, City Light’s Net Metering Program under SMC 21.49.082 needs to be updated to be aligned with
the current chapter 80.60 RCW; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Section 21.49.082 of the Seattle Municipal Code, last amended by Ordinance 125171, is
amended as follows:

21.49.082 Net metering program
A. The Department shall offer a net metering program in accordance with chapter 80.60 RCW and this

Chapter 21.49. The Department shall develop and enter into interconnection agreements, consistent with such

laws, with customers desiring to participate in the net metering program. Customers are required to enter into

interconnection agreements and to comply with their terms as a condition of participation in the net metering

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 1 of 4 Printed on 9/15/2020
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program. The Department is authorized to establish policies, procedures, and interconnection standards for
implementing the net metering program.

B. The Department may adopt safety, power quality, and interconnection requirements for customer-
generators, including, but not limited to, special equipment requirements for secondary distribution networks,
and limitations on the number of customer-generators and total capacity of net metering systems that may be
interconnected to any distribution feeder line, circuit, or network, that the Department determines are necessary
to protect public safety and system reliability.

C. Net metering program customers shall be metered, billed, and credited as follows:

1. In accordance with its normal metering practices, the Department shall measure the net
electricity produced or consumed by each net metering program customer during the billing period applicable
to that net metering program customer's rate schedule for electric service.

2. If the electricity supplied to a net metering program customer by the Department exceeds the
electricity generated by that customer and fed back to the Department during the billing period, that customer
shall be billed in accordance with its then-current rate schedule for the net electricity supplied by the
Department. If electricity generated by a net metering program customer and fed back to the Department
exceeds the electricity supplied by the Department during a billing period, that net metering program customer
shall be billed for all charges (including any minimum charges or base service charges) applicable to that
customer's rate schedule, and shall be credited for the excess kilowatt-hours generated and fed back to the
Department. A KWh credit shall appear on the bill for the following billing period, shall be applied only to
reduce the metered amount of KWh billed by the Department to that customer, and any unused credit shall be
carried forward to the next bill. On ((Aps#30)) March 31 of each calendar year, any unused KWh credit
accumulated during the previous year shall be granted to the Department, without any compensation to the net
metering program customer.

D. If a customer-generator requests, the Department shall provide net meter aggregation ((-kWh-eredits

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 2 of 4 Printed on 9/15/2020
powered by Legistar™
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consistent with RCW 80.60.030. Consistent with RCW 80.60.020. the customer-generator may be charged a

one-time set-up fee by the Department in accordance with the administrative cost to establish the net meter

agoregation billing arrangement.

Section 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force 30 days after its approval by the Mayor, but if
not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Seattle Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2020, and signed by
me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of , 2020.
President of the City Council
Approved by me this day of , 2020.

Jenny A. Durkan, Mayor

Filed by me this day of , 2020.

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 3 of 4 Printed on 9/15/2020
powered by Legistar™ 215


http://www.legistar.com/

File #: CB 119871, Version: 1

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)
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Michael Thomas Little
SCL Net Metering Program SUM
Dla

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: CBO Contact/Phone:
| Seattle City Light | Michael Little / 684-3233 | Greg Shiring / 386-4085

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including
amendments may not be fully described.

| 1. BILL SUMMARY |

Legislation Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; establishing
updated eligibility requirements for net metering and customer-requested net metering
aggregation billing arrangements; and amending Section 21.49.082 of Seattle Municipal
Code.

Summary and background of the Legislation: This proposed legislation modifies Seattle
Municipal Code (SMC) Section 21.49.082 that is associated with the existing Net Metering
Program. This program follows the authority set forth in the Revised Code of Washington
(RCW) 80.60 and allows Seattle City Light customer-generators to send excess energy
generation back to their City Light account for credit against future billable consumption.
The program also allows customer-generators to request net meter aggregation, a billing
arrangement that shares their excess energy generation with up to one additional City Light
account of the same customer.

In 2019, the Washington State legislature amended RCW 80.60 and this ordinance is being
brought forward to align the SMC with the newer language in the RCW. This legislation is
seeking three amendments to Section 21.49.082:

In subsection 21.49.082.C.2, replace the date “April 30” with “March 31”.

2. Insubsection 21.49.082.D, remove the sentences “KWh credits earned by a net metering
system, during the same billing period, shall be credited by the Department to remaining
meters located on all premises of a customer-generator at the designated rate of each
meter. Not more than a total of 100 KW shall be aggregated among all customer-
generators participating in a generating facility under this subsection 21.49.082.D.” This
language was struck in the recent RCW.

3. Add new language to SMC 21.49.082.D seeking the authority that would allow the
Department the potential to charge customer-generators a one-time administrative set-up
fee for those customers that are seeking net meter aggregation billing arrangements.
RCW 80.60.020 acknowledges the utility should be allowed to recoup certain costs
associated with interconnecting or administering net metering systems.

| 2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM |

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? Yes _ X __No

| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS \

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget? Yes _ X _No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to the City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs?

The proposed legislation will allow for City Light to recoup interconnection or administrative
costs associated with the Net metering program.

Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?

This legislation is needed to bring City Light’s Net metering program in-line with the current
RCW. By not implementing the legislation, the Department would be operating its Net
metering program in conflict with the RCW. Additionally, if this legislation is not
implemented, the Department would forgo some revenue associated with the ability to
recoup interconnection or administrative costs.

[ 4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS |

a. Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No.

b. Isa public hearing required for this legislation?
No

c. Does this legislation require landlords or sellers of real property to provide information
regarding the property to a buyer or tenant?
No

d. Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?
No

e. Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
No.

f. Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the
public?

This legislation has little or no implications associated with the City’s Race and Social
Justice Initiative. The legislation is designed to bring the current Net metering program in-
line with the current RCW and it is perceived that the legislation does not impact vulnerable
or historically disadvantaged communities.

g. If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What
are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this
legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s).

N/A

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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List attachments/exhibits below:
None

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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ORDINANCE

Presentation to the Transportation and
Utilities Committee

Lori Moen| September 16, 2020




Background

State of Washington requires utilities to offer net-
metering to eligible customer-generators on a first-

come, first-served basis until the earlier of either:

(i) June 30, 2029; or

(i) The first date upon which the cumulative generating capacity of
net metering systems equals four percent of the utility's peak
demand during 1996.

“Net metering" means measuring the difference between the electricity
supplied by an electric utility and the excess electricity generated by a
customer-generator's net metering system over the applicable billing
period.

City Light has complied
2000 Established Net Metering Program (ord 120111)
 Municipal Code follows state RCW

\J
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Proposed Changes
Updates to SMC to align with 2019 RCW updates

1. Change “solar year” end date

* In net-metering, a customer’s accumulated solar credits
expire annually.

 The RCW changed the annual expiration date from April 30t
to March 31st.

2. Add authority to recover administrative costs of
net-meter aggregation

o If a customer requests, the utility must offer net-meter
aggregation, which is a billing arrangement that shares a
customer's excess electricity generation to one additional
billing meter of the same customer.

\
CI\II$ Seattle City Light THE NATION'S GREENEST UTILITY | 7,



Impacts

This legislation will edit Seattle Municipal Code
21.49.082;

 There are no financial or budgetary impacts due to amending
the SMC.

—

e it
i
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File #: CB 119885, Version: 1

CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; amending Section 21.49.084 of the Seattle Municipal
Code to enable a broader suite of voluntary renewable energy program options to City Light customers.
WHEREAS, chapter 19.29A.090 RCW requires that electric utilities offer retail electricity customers a

voluntary option to purchase qualified alternative energy resources beginning January 1, 2002; and

WHEREAS, the City Light Department (“City Light”) has complied by offering two voluntary programs
beginning with the Green Power Program in 2002 and continuing with the Green Up Program in 2005;
and

WHEREAS, 19.29A.090 RCW limits the utility’s voluntary program to providing qualified alternative energy-
resource options; and

WHEREAS, the Green Up Program established in Seattle Municipal Code Section 21.49.084 continues to offer
City Light customers the opportunity to voluntarily support qualified alternative energy resources; and

WHEREAS, in 2019 the Seattle City Council adopted Resolution 31895, a Green New Deal for Seattle, where
Section 7 notes that the City will continue to invest in programs that make renewable energy sources
more affordable and develop options for community-scale, community-owned distributed generation of
electricity in low income communities; and

WHEREAS, customers are seeking a variety of renewable energy products and services to meet their
sustainability objectives; and

WHEREAS, customers desire to voluntarily contribute funds to a wider variety of demonstration, educational,

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 1 of 4 Printed on 9/15/2020
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or local renewable energy-related projects; and
WHEREAS, City Light aims to meet customer preferences by offering a robust and sustainable suite of
voluntary renewable power offerings; NOW, THEREFORE,
BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:
Section 1. Section 21.49.084 of the Seattle Municipal Code, last amended by Ordinance 123674, is
amended as follows:
21.49.084 Voluntary Green Power((;-Green-tp)) Programs
A. The Department shall offer a Voluntary Green Power((;-Green—UHp)) Program, in accordance with
chapter 19.29A RCW.

((A-—The-Green-Up)) 1. Customer participation in the Program shall be voluntary and shall be

available to all customers beginning July 1, 2005. Customers may voluntarily begin or terminate their
participation at any time on or after July 1, 2005 by notifying the Department of their choice.

((B-)) 2. The ((Green-Yp)) Program shall allow each customer to designate a voluntary ((greer))
power payment level ((whieh)) that, at the customer’s discretion, may be added to the customer’s monthly or
bimonthly electricity bill or paid one time in full.

((&)) 3. The voluntary ((Green-Yp)) Program payments, less the costs of program

administration, marketing, and renewable energy education, (“((Net-Green-UpRevenue)) net program revenue

), will be used to purchase qualified alternative energy resources. Subject to ((the-previsions-efthe))
ordinances authorizing issuance of the City’s municipal light and power revenue obligations, the Department
shall make available from its budgeted funds, for the purchase or development of new qualified alternative

energy resources, an amount equal to the ((Net-Green-UpRevenue)) net program revenue allocated to existing

Department qualified alternative energy resources.

B. The Department may offer to customers additional renewable energy programs that support non-

qualified energy resources, provided that:

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 2 of 4 Printed on 9/15/2020
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1. Customer participation in additional programs shall be voluntary and available to all

customers. Customers may voluntarily begin or terminate their participation at any time by notifying the

Department of their choice.

2. Additional programs shall encourage the adoption, availability, or affordability of renewable

energy resources for the Department and its customers. Renewable energy projects supported by customer

voluntary payments may include. but are not limited to:

a. The purchasing, funding, or partial funding of renewable energy projects.

b. Projects for deploying technologies to acquire renewable energy including projects

located at local, low-income, non-profit. or public facilities.

c. Other activities intended to build awareness or to enable renewable energy projects

through energy education, demonstrations, or collaborative efforts with community partners.

3. Additional programs will be entirely self-funded from voluntary program payments,

including, but not limited to, costs of program projects, activities, administration, and marketing. Subject to

ordinances authorizing issuance of the City’s municipal light and power revenue obligations, the Department

shall make available from its budgeted funds an amount equal to the voluntary program payments.

Section 2. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force 30 days after its approval by the Mayor, but if
not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Seattle Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2020, and signed by
me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of , 2020.
SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 3 of 4 Printed on 9/15/2020
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Approved by me this

Filed by me this

(Seal)

President of the City Council

day of , 2020.

Jenny A. Durkan, Mayor

day of , 2020.

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk
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Michael Thomas Little
SCL Green Up Program SUM
D1

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: CBO Contact/Phone:
| Seattle City Light | Michael Little 684-3233 | Greg Shiring 386-4085

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including
amendments may not be fully described.

| 1. BILL SUMMARY |

Legislation Title: AN ORDINANCE relating to the City Light Department; related to the
Green Up Program and amending Seattle Municipal Code chapter 21.49.

Summary and background of the Legislation: The Green-Up Program was originally
launched in 2002 to meet the intent outlined in the Revised Code of Washington (RCW)
19.29A.090 requiring electric utilities to offer a voluntary option to purchase qualified
alternative energy resources. This proposed legislation modifies the Seattle Municipal Code
chapter 21.49.084 associated with the Green-Up Program. The SMC has been amended twice
since 2002 to reflect customer preferences in City Light’s voluntary green programs; this
legislation makes changes to the program name and it broadens program offerings.

The proposed changes to the legislation have two elements:

1. An edit to delete the term “Green-Up” across the entire Chapter. This will provide City
Light with more flexibility to update and adjust program offerings to meet evolving
customer needs.

2. In Section 21.29.84, City Light is adding new language seeking authority to initiate new
programs that allow customers to voluntarily contribute to renewable energy projects, but
without the constraint of purchasing only “qualified” alternative resource options
required by RCW 19.29A.090. This narrow definition has limited City Light’s ability to
offer programs that customers want; they are interested in supporting a broader range of
green energy projects with their voluntary contributions. As an example, the
contributions could fund grants for low-income housing providers to install solar panels,
demonstration projects, or educational efforts.

This legislation will edit Seattle Municipal Code 21.49.084 to codify this authority.
There are no financial or budgetary impacts due to amending the SMC; the programs offered

under the Voluntary Green Power umbrella are intended to be self-funded from voluntary
customer contributions.

‘ 2. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ‘

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? Yes _ X _No

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS

Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget? Yes _ X _No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to the City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs?

The proposed legislation will provide City Light with the authority to align its Adopted
Budget with the program’s new position via supplemental budget requests.

Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?

There is no direct financial cost of not implementing this legislation. There could be modest
customer service-related impacts if the legislation is not implemented. Customers have
expressed interest in contributing to a voluntary renewable program outside the qualified
renewable energy resource requirements associated with RCW 19.29A. This legislation
helps to meet this customer desire.

The budget authority for these contribution programs should be tied to the revenue collected.

| 4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS |

a. Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No.

b. Isa public hearing required for this legislation?
No

c. Does this legislation require landlords or sellers of real property to provide information
regarding the property to a buyer or tenant?
No

d. Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?
No

e. Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
No.

f. Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the
public?

The development of programs or the investment in renewable energy projects associated with
any of the voluntary green power programs will consider Race and Social Justice. The
Department plans to engage the community and contributors in determining how the program
funds will be invested. The Department will take into consideration how voluntary

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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contributions could fund renewable energy projects in low-income, vulnerable, or historically
disadvantaged communities.

g. If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What
are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this
legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s).

This legislation will expand the voluntary green power programs offered by City Light. The
intent is to allow customers to fund a broader range of renewable energy initiatives such as:
e Energy technologies such as solar, thermal, wind, and storage.
e Projects related to local, low-income, non-profit, or public facilities.
e Activities such as energy education, demonstration, or public art.

The legislation will allow City Light to collect voluntary contributions and reinvest those
funds into renewable energy initiatives.

List attachments/exhibits below:

Template last revised: December 2, 2019.
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Background

State of Washington required electric utilities to offer a
voluntary program to purchase qualified alternative
energy resources beginning January 1, 2002.

City Light has complied
2001 Established Green Power

Program (ord 120623)

* Funded 31 small-scale local projects.

 Amended in 2003 to change resource
mix and use of funds. (ord 121355)

e Closed in 2011 as goals were reached.
(Ord 123674)

Gl Seattte City Light


Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over time, the SMC has been amended to reflect customer preferences in City Lights voluntary green programs.


Background

2005 Established Green Up (ord 121847)

« Allows customers to purchase qualified RECs as a portion of

their bill.
e 14,000 customers enrolled

GREEN-E ENERGY CERTIFIED NEW'™ RENEWABLES IN GREEN UP

2019
Prospective!!! Resource Mix

Geothermal 6.67%
(OR)

HydroB16.67%
(ID)

Wind 6.67%
(OR)

Solar 80%
(ID or OR)

\
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over time, the SMC has been amended to reflect customer preferences in City Lights voluntary green programs.


Proposed Changes

Program name and broadened program offerings

1. Delete the term “Green-Up"” across the entire Chapter.

* Provides City Light more flexibility to update and adjust program
offerings to meet evolving customer needs.

2. Add authority to initiate new programs that allow customers
to voluntarily contribute to renewable energy projects, but
without the constraint of purchasing only “qualified”
alternative resource options required by RCW 19.29A.090.

. Narrow definition has limited City Light's ability to offer programs that
customers want; customers are interested in supporting a broader range of
green energy projects with their voluntary contributions.

. Contributions could fund grants for low-income housing providers to
install solar panels, demonstration projects, or educational efforts.

\
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Over time, the SMC has been amended to reflect customer preferences in City Lights voluntary green programs.


Impacts

This legislation will edit Seattle Municipal Code
21.49.084;

« There are no financial or budgetary impacts due to amending
the SMC

* Programs offered under the Voluntary Green Power umbrella are
intended to be self-funded from voluntary customer

contributions
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File #: CB 119883, Version: 1

CITY OF SEATTLE

ORDINANCE

COUNCIL BILL

AN ORDINANCE amending Ordinance 126000, which adopted the 2020 Budget, including the 2020-2025
Capital Improvement Program (CIP); revising project allocations for the Madison BRT - RapidRide G
Line project and certain other projects in Ordinance 126000 into the 2020-2025 Adopted CIP; and
ratifying and confirming certain prior acts.

WHEREAS, the Madison BRT-RapidRide G Line project is identified as a priority project in The City of
Seattle’s (“City”’) 2012 Transit Master Plan and the Seattle Department of Transportation’s (SDOT)
2015 Move Seattle 10-Year Strategic Vision for Transportation, and includes committed funding from
the 2015 voter-approved Levy to Move Seattle and regional voter-approved Sound Transit 3 program;
and

WHERAS, the City has made substantial progress in a years-long effort to meet requirements for $59.9 million
in “Small Starts” Capital Investment Grants Program funds from the Federal Transit Administration
(FTA), and the FTA’s consultant has recommended that SDOT is ready to enter into a Small Starts Grant
Agreement once it completes certain actions to increase the project cost and local funding commitment
by $12.2 million over the 2020 adopted Capital Improvement Program (CIP); and

WHEREAS, $7.282 million of the additional funding is included in a pending Memorandum of Agreement
(MOA) with Sound Transit; and

WHEREAS, the City must commit to the remaining $4.918 million in additional local funding before moving

forward on a Small Starts Funding Agreement; and

WHEREAS, the $4.918 million is available from Levy to Move Seattle revenues in the form of project savings

SEATTLE CITY COUNCIL Page 1 of 3 Printed on 9/15/2020
powered by Legistar™ 238


http://www.legistar.com/

File #: CB 119883, Version: 1

of $4 million from the Lander St. Bridge project, and $918,000 from funding previously allocated to the
currently deferred Fauntleroy Green Boulevard project; and
WHEREAS, the City must meet this condition by September 2020 in order to secure the Small Starts
Agreement by the end of 2020 so the project can commence construction in the spring of 2021; and
WHEREAS, further delays in securing the Small Starts Grant Agreement could lead to increased costs due to
inflation and requirements for additional contingency funds by FTA; and
WHEREAS, the Madison BRT-RapidRide G Line project is critical for the City to not only meet its
commitment to Seattle and regional voters but to also provide family-wage construction jobs and related
economic benefits in a critical phase of post-Covid-19 economic recovery; and

WHEREAS, this ordinance does not create new appropriations in 2020 or 2021, nor substantively change the
2020-2025 Adopted CIP; NOW, THEREFORE,

BE IT ORDAINED BY THE CITY OF SEATTLE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. The project pages in Attachment A to this ordinance incorporate Capital Improvement
Program (CIP) fund and resource allocation adjustments necessary to increase the contingency for the Madison
BRT-RapidRide G Line project (BC-TR-19003) to meet eligibility requirements for the “Small Starts” Capital
Investment Grants Program funds from the FTA. The reallocated project pages, as presented in the attachment,
substitute the project pages in the 2020-2025 Adopted CIP with the corresponding CIP Project Numbers.

Section 2. Any action taken consistent with the authority of this ordinance, taken after its passage but
prior to its effective date, is ratified, approved and confirmed.

Section 3. This ordinance shall take effect and be in force 30 days after its approval by the Mayor, but if
not approved and returned by the Mayor within ten days after presentation, it shall take effect as provided by

Seattle Municipal Code Section 1.04.020.

Passed by the City Council the day of , 2020, and signed by
me in open session in authentication of its passage this day of , 2020.
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President of the City Council

Approved by me this day of , 2020.

Jenny A. Durkan, Mayor

Filed by me this day of , 2020.

Monica Martinez Simmons, City Clerk

(Seal)

Attachments:
Attachment A - Capital Improvement Program (CIP) Project Page Substitutes
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Att A - CIP Project Pages
v2

Seattle Department of Transportation

Project No:
Project Type:

Project Category:

Current Project Stage:
Start/End Date:

Total Project Cost:

MC-TR-C046
Discrete

Improved Facility

Stage 3 - Design
2012 - 2022

$17,954
$17.037

Attachment A

Fauntleroy Way SW Boulevard

BSL Code:
BSL Name:

Location:

Council District:

Neighborhood District:

Urban Village:

CIP Project Page

BC-TR-19003
Mobility-Capital

Fauntleroy WAY SW/35th AVE SW/SW
Alaska ST

Council District 1
Southwest

West Seattle Junction

This project transforms Fauntleroy Way SW into a boulevard. The project elements include: a planted median, signature lighting fixtures, a protected bicycle
facility, a pedestrian zone with sidewalks and planting areas including street trees, pedestrian lighting, potential stormwater infrastructure and art, as well as
safety improvements for crossing movements for all modes. These safety improvements include bicycle and pedestrian crossings, signals, reconfigured
intersections and bulbs, and pavement improvements. This project is on-hold pending Sound Transit decision on the West Seattle Extension alignment and does
not have an expected Completion Date as a result.

LTD 2019
Resources Actuals Revised 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total
Commercial Parking Tax 168 31 - - - - - - 200
Real Estate Excise Tax | 71 - - - - - - - 71
Real Estate Excise Tax Il 1,433 - - - - - - - 1,433
Rubble Yard Proceeds 250 - - - - - - - 250
Transportation Move Seattle 847 1,209 - 3,000 10,945 - - - 16,000
Levy - Lid Lift 10.028 15,084
Total: 2,769 1,240 - 3,000 10,945 - - - 17954
10,028 17,038
Fund Appropriations / LTD 2019
Allocations? Actuals Revised 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total
Move Seattle Levy Fund 847 1,209 - 3,000 10,945 - - - 16,000
10.028 15,084
REET | Capital Fund 71 - - - - - - - 71
REET Il Capital Fund 1,433 - - - - - - - 1,433
Transportation Fund 418 31 - - - - - - 450
Total: 2,769 1,240 - 3,000 oL - - - L 0ed
10.028 17,038
O&M Impacts: Not applicable - project is on hold.
1Funds are appropriated through the Adopted Budget at the Budget Summary Level. All Amounts shown above are in thousands of dollars 241
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Seattle Department of Transportation

Project No:
Project Type:
Project Category:

Current Project Stage:

MC-TR-C028

Discrete

New Facility

S Lander St. Grade Separation

Stage 5 - Construction

BSL Code:
BSL Name:
Location:

Council District:

CIP Project Page

BC-TR-19003
Mobility-Capital
S Lander St/1st Ave S/4th Ave S

Council District 2

Start/End Date: 2001 - 2020 Neighborhood District: ~ Greater Duwamish
Total Project Cost: $96,224 Urban Village: Not in an Urban Village
$92,226
This project constructs a grade separation of the S Lander St. roadway and the Burlington Northern mainline railroad tracks between First Avenue S and Fourth
Avenue S.
LTD 2019
Resources Actuals Revised 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total
City Light Fund Revenues 53 322 - - - - - - 375
Drainage and Wastewater Rates 757 28 - - - - - - 785
Federal Grant Funds 8,207 18,287 26,404 4,596 - - - - 57,494
King County Funds 157 543 200 - - - - - 900
LTGO Bond Proceeds 3,630 633 - - - - - - 4,263
Parking Garage Disposition 2,200 - - - - - - - 2,200
Proceeds
Partnership - WSDOT - 218 - - - - - - 218
Port of Seattle Funds 497 3,849 - - - - - - 4,347
Private Funding/Donations 220 414 707 161 - - - - 1,502
Real Estate Excise Tax Il 927 587 95 - - - - - 1,609
State Gas Taxes - City Street 185 - - - - - - - 185
Fund
State Grant Funds 2,497 2,196 2,024 416 - - - - 7,132
Transportation Move Seattle 3,242 2,427 - 8,792 - - - - 14460
Levy - Lid Lift 4,792 10,461
Vehicle Licensing Fees 35 - - - - - - - 35
Water Rates 145 575 - - - - - - 720
Total: 22,752 30,078 29,429 13965 - - - - 96225
9,965 92,226
Fund Appropriations / LTD 2019
Allocations? Actuals Revised 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total
2008 Multipurpose LTGO Bond 2,213 - - - - - - - 2,213
Fund
2016 Multipurpose LTGO Bond - 1,000 - - - - - - 1,000
Fund
2017 LTGO Taxable Bond Fund - 86 - - - - - - 86
2017 Multipurpose LTGO Bond 203 761 - - - - - - 964
Fund
Garage Disposition Proceeds 2,200 - - - - - - - 2,200
Move Seattle Levy Fund 3,242 2,427 - 8,792 - - - - 14,460
4.792 10.461
REET Il Capital Fund 927 587 95 - - - - - 1,609
Transportation Benefit District 35 - - - - - - - 35
Fund
Transportation Fund 13,932 25,218 29,334 5,174 - - - - 73,658
Total: 22,752 30,078 29,429 13,965 - - - - 96,225
9,965 92,226
1Funds are appropriated through the Adopted Budget at the Budget Summary Level. All Amounts shown above are in thousands of dollars 242
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Seattle Department of Transportation

Project No:
Project Type:

Project Category:

Current Project Stage:
Start/End Date:

Total Project Cost:

MC-TR-C051
Discrete

New Facility

Stage 3 - Design
2013 - 2024

S121-497
$134,728

Madison BRT - RapidRide G Line

BSL Code:
BSL Name:

Location:

Council District:

Urban Village:

Neighborhood District:

BC-TR-19003

Mobility-Capital

Council District 3
Multiple

Multiple

CIP Project Page

Madison ST/Alaskan Way/Martin Luther
King Junior W

This project will include concept design and environmental review of high-capacity transit and multimodal improvements in the Madison corridor between Alaskan
Way and Martin Luther King Jr. Way, connecting the Central Area with the First Hill, Downtown, and Waterfront neighborhoods. The project is identified as a
priority in the Transit Master Plan. The purpose is to improve transit capacity, travel time, reliability, connectivity, comfort, visibility, and legibility in the Madison

corridor.

Note: The project title is changing from "Madison Street Bus Rapid Transit" to "Madison BRT - RapidRide G Line"

LTD 2019
Resources Actuals Revised 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total
City Light Fund Revenues - 275 - - - - - - 275
Drainage and Wastewater Rates 256 62 - - - - - - 318
Federal Grant Funds 1,672 7,988 19,660 a) 0 - - - 29320
40,241 2,544 72,105
Interdepartmental Transfer 9 - - - - - - - 9
King County Funds - - 1,939 1,524 - - - - 3,463
Misc Future Revenue/Grants - - - - - - - - -
Real Estate Excise Tax Il 150 - - - - - - - 150
Sound Transit Funds - - 8,225 7,287 12,988 (e} ) - 28,500
6.282 1,000 35,782
Transportation Funding 1,710 - - - - - - - 1,710
Package - Lid Lift
Transportation Move Seattle 8,527 1,672 - 2,300 2,500 - o - 14999
Levy - Lid Lift 4,917 19,916
Vehicle Licensing Fees 1,000 - - - - - - - 1,000
Total: 13,325 9,996 29,824 11,110 15,488 0 fal - 79744
51,352 18,032 6,282 5917 134,728
Fund Appropriations / LTD 2019
Allocations? Actuals Revised 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 Total
Bridging The Gap Levy Fund 1,710 - - - - - - 1,710
Move Seattle Levy Fund 8,527 1,672 - 2,300 2,500 - - - 14,999
REET Il Capital Fund 150 - - - - - - - 150
Transportation Benefit District 1,000 - - - - - - - 1,000
Fund
Transportation Fund 1,938 8,324 29,824 2oL L2088 o o] - cleel
49,052 15,532 6,282 5,917 116,869
Total: 13,325 9,996 29,824 11,110 15,488 0 o] - 79744
51,352 18,032 6.282 5917 134,728

O&M Impacts: SDOT has individual project budgets for the maintenance of painted markings, signage, signals, bridges and roadway structures, urban forestry,
and sidewalks and pavement; these budgets are constrained by the availability of transportation specific and general funds. The SDOT Asset Management

website (https://www.seattle.gov/transportation/about-sdot/asset-management) provides unconstrained operational cost forecasting by asset type, typical
lifecycle and average maintenance cost ranges.

1Funds are appropriated through the Adopted Budget at the Budget Summary Level. All Amounts shown above are in thousands of dollars

2020 - 2025 Adopted Capital Improvement Program
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O&M Impacts: This new asset will require additional O&M support. The annual estimate will be provided in the 2021 budget process.

1Funds are appropriated through the Adopted Budget at the Budget Summary Level. All Amounts shown above are in thousands of dollars 244
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Bill LaBorde
SDOT Madison BRT CIP SUM

Dla

SUMMARY and FISCAL NOTE*

Department: Dept. Contact/Phone: CBO Contact/Phone:

| SDOT | Scott Clarke/206.850.2686 | Aaron Blumenthal/206.233.2656 |

* Note that the Summary and Fiscal Note describes the version of the bill or resolution as introduced; final legislation including
amendments may not be fully described.

|1

BILL SUMMARY |

Legislation Title: AN ORDINANCE amending Ordinance 126000, which adopted the 2020
Budget, including the 2020-2025 Capital Improvement Program (CIP); revising project
allocations for the Madison BRT — RapidRide G Line project and certain other projects in
Ordinance 126000 into the 2020-2025 Adopted CIP; and ratifying and confirming certain
prior acts.

Summary and background of the Legislation:

SDOT is pursuing nearly $60 million in Small Starts funding under the Federal Transit
Administration’s (FTA) Capital Investment Grant program for the Madison BRT —
RapidRide G Line project (BC-TR-19003). This legislation is required to revise the amount
in the project CIP, consistent with a consultant led review of the project’s scope, schedule,
and risk. Such a review is required of all Small Starts applications.

The FTA consultant recommended the City allocate additional contingency to cover
unexpected events or circumstances that could arise during construction. The project cost has
increased due to added time for the FTA review and a revised construction schedule. The
consultant also recommended including additional time in the construction schedule as a
buffer for unexpected events. The legislation increases total project cost from $121.497
million to $133.696 million to account for additional Small Start contingency. The legislation
reallocates $4.918 million in cost savings from the Lander St Bridge project, along with
funding that had previously been allocated to the Fauntleroy Green Boulevard project, which
was paused in 2018 pending Sound Transit decisions regarding the alignment of the West
Seattle light rail extension, and will remain paused while the City addresses the unplanned
closure of the West Seattle High-rise Bridge and the citywide budget impacts of the COVID-
19 pandemic. The remaining $7.282 million is written into the Memorandum of Agreement
with Sound Transit. In order to keep the project moving through the remaining steps of the
FTA Small Starts process and commence construction by mid-2021, SDOT is seeking
approval of both the Sound Transit MOA and this legislation in September.

. CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM ‘

Does this legislation create, fund, or amend a CIP Project? _X_Yes No

Template last revised: May 1, 2019.

245



Bill LaBorde
SDOT Madison BRT CIP SUM
Dla

Total Project Cost
Project Name: |Project 1.D.: |Project Location: |Start Date: |End Date: |Through 2024
Madison
St/Alaskan
Madison BRT- Way/Martin
RapidRide G |MC-TR- Luther King $121.496 million
Line C051 Junior W $133.696 million

| 3. SUMMARY OF FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS |

Does this legislation amend the Adopted Budget? ___Yes_X No

Does the legislation have other financial impacts to The City of Seattle that are not
reflected in the above, including direct or indirect, short-term or long-term costs?
No.

Is there financial cost or other impacts of not implementing the legislation?
No.

| 4. OTHER IMPLICATIONS

a. Does this legislation affect any departments besides the originating department?
No

b. Isa public hearing required for this legislation?
No

c. Does this legislation require landlords or sellers of real property to provide information
regarding the property to a buyer or tenant?
No

d. Is publication of notice with The Daily Journal of Commerce and/or The Seattle Times
required for this legislation?
No

e. Does this legislation affect a piece of property?
No

f. Please describe any perceived implication for the principles of the Race and Social
Justice Initiative. Does this legislation impact vulnerable or historically disadvantaged
communities? What is the Language Access plan for any communications to the public?
People of color are more likely to depend on transit and, as more people of color have been
pushed further out of the city through increased housing prices, transit is especially critical to
ensuring people of color have access to job and educational opportunities. With connections
to light rail and regionwide bus routes, the Madison BRT — RapidRide G Line project will
better connect communities of color from South and East King County and within Seattle to

Template last revised: May 1, 2019.
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Bill LaBorde
SDOT Madison BRT CIP SUM
Dla

health care jobs on First Hill, and educational institutions like Seattle U and Seattle Central
College on Capitol Hill.

g. If this legislation includes a new initiative or a major programmatic expansion: What
are the specific long-term and measurable goal(s) of the program? How will this
legislation help achieve the program’s desired goal(s)?

N/A

List attachments/exhibits below:

Template last revised: May 1, 2019.
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Madison St BRT - RapidRide G Line

Seattle City Council Transportation and Utilities Committee
September 16, 2020
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Madison Line
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G

agenda

1. Project background

2. Schedule
3. CIP Amendment

4. Questions
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Our mission, vision, and core values

Vision: Seattle is a thriving equitable Committed to 6 core values:
community powered by dependable = Equity

transportation = Safety

Mission: to deliver a transportation = Mobility

system that provides safe and
affordable access to places and o
opportunities = Livability

= Excellence

= Sustainability

kg King County Do ent o M®VE SEATTLE

METRO Ql\T nsportaton O @O OO O
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Purpose and Need

* Provide fast, frequent, reliable, and safe public
transportation from First Ave to Madison Valley

* Serve neighborhoods experiencing rapid growth
and historically underserved areas

* Connect riders to dozens of other bus routes,
light rail, the First Hill Streetcar, and ferry

services at Colman Dock

= =vsion St

S
z <
® < 8,
z g ey
& g s b
3
<
D
5 g
22 ]
ol ] z W
e / /i s E Galer St w 1
z X L o < & ES
2 - > £ B i < »
< 3 =2 / /A 3 © o 2 =1
X, (=] 2 q = zZ 5 S
S & < < 5 )
> < & S = 2
® @ U RZ o @ & &
K & %
KN E4 3 > 8y,
@ s [ % 5 23
I ¥ 3 &
Valley St & 2 % E Aloha St S
Roy st | Valley St Jj %
| CER
| Mercer St N oY
Mercer St . .
% @% L Martin Luther King Jr. Way
z Republican st - L > ﬁ r ‘g
< ) E > >
3 Hamisnst 3 22 z O i < X =
> >t o S £ 1 2
< <0 > S & I &
Thomas St S 52 = 5 -F N )
o =)
z S Sl ° E Thomas St
John St John St a Sa > z E Joh E John St
314 hn i S o e 24th Avenue
o< [} Denny Way N g
e)%‘o g X o T >
& d & & T o E Denny Way
3 EA N = B 3 2 22nd Avenue z
LR o, o S © < 3
& & & ’/)ﬁ > 2 < o < =3
L \@\‘\ S s e §>\ (s § @ & %
Q> @ O o
S s
RANNEN, 3 ] E Egoat 17th Avenue B
\,DO @% ©, % = @
RN & L E Pike St o 4
& \\«® §b{\ o Ty 4. J - £ z
S ® nion St £ =
w0 g 12thAvenve & ~ EUnonst = g
. 5
S A, % 3 =
%‘% N° 2 %*7 7, s < o 3
>, SRC IS =
%\, o8 7 )., Boylston Avenue o &
\ S
AN —— i 2
A TerryAvenue < £ s
T
8thAvenve o & & e e S
3 5
< s
5th Avenue A\ E Jefferson St
3rd Avenye &
\ y‘\ﬁ\ %
1st Avenue S E ¢
7 e Woers %
/ ® o g)
\ Y o X &
X \ \ =
D\ Yesler Way < 3, @ E Yesler Wa J
B) e 8 % 2
8| Z S Main St T
3| 2 S Jackson St oS
< wn u
</ | SKing st o 9
z <z e
=
S Eymih <
%, ,
©3, S Dearborn st 5
e
(2 m
Q
%
. . | &
O Madison Stations 1 ®
S | E Harri
N : 2 % arrison St
= BRT Project Location < AL
o e z 0z
0 2,000 o) 2 =1 R
@ © SRS
o e
z &
Feet 15
= S
\ Seattle
M@VE SEATTLE

kg King County

METRO

G

) Department of
Transportation

251



Tapped ORCA Cards & Valid Transfers
BOARD HERE

Cash or Tickets
BOARD HERE

Expands on

King County Metro RapidRide key features 8=

Convenient and easy to use

= Allday: 5a.m. -1a.m. Mon-Sat, 6 a.m. - 11 p.m. Sun
*= Frequent: 6 minutes Mon-Sat, 15 minutes evenings and Sun
= Off-board fare payment for faster, all-door boarding =gy | a

= Raised platforms for accessible, easy boarding

= 60’ buses with doors on both sides for loading at center island
stations

Safe and smart

= Stations have real-time arrival signs

= Shelters are well lit, and all buses have security cameras
Move more, stop less

= Transit signal priority and adaptive signal control

= Transit-only lanes through most-congested area

= Pedestrian and bike improvements

{

5
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Utility Enhancements

= New watermain
(east of Broadway)

= New sewer main
(east of Broadway)

= Street light
Improvements
(First Hill)

] kg King County Cﬁls Seattle M®VE SEATTLE

METRO B, OQOOQO0
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Project history

= February 2016: City Council approved Locally
Preferred Alternative

= April 2016: Federal Transit Administration (FTA)
approved entry into Small Stars Project
Development phase

= December 2017: FTA concurred with NEPA DCE

= July 2019: FTA assigned Project Management
Oversight Consultant (PMOCQC)

= November 2019: PMOC Risk Assessment and
Review

= June 2020: PMOC Final Readiness Review

kg King County Q\l Seattle M@VE SEATTLE

METRO ) Departmentof - ) 9 @000
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Next steps

1.

Local Funding Commitment — Amendment to CIP (Sept 2020)

2. Sound Transit Funding Agreement (Q4 2020)

OV

. FTA: prepare Small Starts Grant Agreement, federal review

(contingent on steps 1 and 2)

4. FTA & SDOT: Execute Small Starts Grant Agreement (target Q4 2020)
5.
6
7/

Advertise for Construction (contingent on Step 4)

. Construction begins Q2 2021
. Start Revenue Service Q3 2024

Steps 2-4 are dependent on outside actions

8

kg King County Q\|\ 2e p“‘tm o M®VE SEATTLE
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Amendment to 2020-25 CIP

Move Seattle $14,999 $19,916
Other City Transportation Funds $2,869 $2,869
Street Light and Drainage &

Wastewater $593 $593
King County $3,463 $3,463
State - Connecting Washington $2,545 $2,545
Sound Transit (ST3) $28,500 $35,782
FTA Small Starts $59,900 $59,900
FTA CMAQ $9,660 $9,660

$122,520 | $134,728

Other City Transportation Funds include Bridging the Gap Levy,
Real Estate Excise Tax II, Vehicle License Fee,
Interdepartmental Transfer, Private

5 kg King County Q\L\ gegtﬂ:m o M®VE SEATTLE

METRO nsportaton O @ OO DO
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Changes in 2020-25 CIP
. |(inThousands)

Sound Transit $7,282
Move Seattle $4,917
Lander Street Grade Separation 53,999
Fauntleroy S916

$12,199

Why the cost increased
* Added time for PMOC Readiness Review Process and Requirements
* Longer construction period (2.5 - 3 years)

* PMOC recommended additional contingency

kg King County Q\ \ Seattle M®VE SEATTLE
10 } Department of
METRO | Transportation 000000
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Questions?

Eric Tweit, Project Manager
Project Phone (206) 484-2780
Project Email: MadisonBRT@seattle.gov

kg king County Q\|\ seattle M®VE SEATTLE

H METRO ) Departmentof - ) 9 @000
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following slides for reference, if needed
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Adopted 2020-25 CIP

LTD Revised
Actuals 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total

City Light Revenues $275 $275
Drainage and Wastewater
Rates $256 $62 $318
Federal Grants $1,672 $7,988 $19,660 $0 $29,320
Interdepartmental Transfer $9 $9
King County Funds $1,939 $1,524 $3,463
Misc future Revenue/Grants $0
REET II $150 $150
Sound Transit Funds $8,225 $7,287 $12,988 $0 $0 $28,500
Transportation Funding
Package - Lid Lift $1,710 $1,710
Transportation Move Seattle
Levy - Lid Lift $8,527 $1,672 $2,300 $2,500 $0 $14,999
Vehicle Licensing Fees $1,000 $1,000
Total $13,324 $9,997 $29,824 $11,111 $15,488 $0 $0 $79,744
Unsecured $40,241 $1,512 $41,753
& UMETRo O iy 8U2ES
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Proposed/Amended CIP

LTD | Revised
Actuals 2019 2020 2021 2022 2023 2024 Total

City Light Revenues $275 $275
Drainage and Wastewater Rates $256 $62 $318
Federal Grants §1,672 $7,988 $19,660  $40,241 $2,544 $72,105
Interdepartmental Transfer $9 )
King County Funds $1,939 $1,524 $3,463
Misc future Revenue/Grants SO
REET II $150 $150
Sound Transit Funds $8,225 $7,287 $12,988 $6,282 §1,000 $35,782
Transportation Funding Package

- Lid Lift $1,710 $1,710
Transportation Move Seattle

Levy - Lid Lift $8,527 $1,672 $2,300 $2,500 $4,917 $19,916
Vehicle Licensing Fees $1,000 $1,000
Total $13,324 S$9,997 529,824 $51,352 $18,032  $6,282 $5,917 $134,728

14 UMETRo O iy 8U2ES
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