For tomorrow’s downtown, learn from yesterday:
Racial inequities promoted by 1928 City Plan, IH 35, Urban Renewal remain to this day.

The consultant recites how previous city actions still affect the city today. The consultants state that 1928 City Plan “promoted race
segregation of neighborhoods and districts, creating divisions and inequities that still remain today.”

Finding: Prior to the 1928 plan people of color lived in many parts of Austin, the northeast area of downtown, the southern area of
downtown, Wheatsville, Clarksville, Barton’s, and South Congress. Local institutions helped carry out the recommendation to
segreqgate the city. For example, the Catholic Church moved Our Lady of Guadalupe Church from downtown to East Austin and the
school board closed schools for people of color in all but East Austin.

Construction of [H 35 and Urban Renewal further the effect of the 1928 plan. IH 35 “tore the fabric of the eastern of Downtown,
creating economic barriers and racial divisions with East Austin... Shortly after the highway was comstructed, urban reneewal swept
the north and eastern quadrants of Downtown... removing single-family homeownership.”

Downtown Urban Renewal projects contributed to the segregation of downtown, as it removed an African American community
along Waller Creek near today’s Symphony Square. The consultants conclude that the resulting lack of people “left this large part
of Downtown with little vitality.”.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 11

The City Plan of 1928 was the City’s first formalized
attempt to guide growth and public investment,
gxtablishing roning and 3 parks and recreation
department. However, on the negative side, the Plan
promoted race sagregation of neighborhoods and
districts, creating divisions and inequities that still
exist today.

The construction of the interstate Highway system
of IH 35, cutting through the urban core in the 15605
contributed to the aconomic davelopmant of the
city and the nation, but tors the fabric of the eastam
edge of Downtown, creating economic barriers and racial divisions with East
Austin., The visual and physical affect of the slevated fresway is still strongly feit,
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Shortly after the highway was constructed, urban renewal sivept the northern
and eastern quadrants of Downtown, where the State and UT considerably
expanded their hoMings, removing single-family neighborhoods. Single
institutional uses, such as the Federal Courthouse and State office buildings and
their parking garages followed along with university facilities. While many of
these uses are positive, the lack of residential and commaercial uses nearby or
within, has left this large part of Downtown with little vitality.

(DC Recommendation: To assure a more inclusive future for downtown, adopt goals for creating homes affordable to full
range of income groups.



Downtown is everyone’s neighborhood

The first sentence of the draft Downtown Austin Plan declares that downtown is for everyone.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 1.

Executive Summary

Downtown Austin i svaryorne’s neighborhood. 1t & the place where people gather
for special avents and celebrations, the pisce where e Sxarcite our most basc
Amaricen frmedom of public speech, and the place we coma 10 mest ong snother -
both by plan and by chance. & i place where we make that viea! connaction with
one ancher as part of the larger community. Dowmtown conveys our wiues and
sspirgtions, both to oursebex snd to the outside world. Az s place, Dowrtown i
perhaps the most vivid snd authentic sxprassion of our hivtory and culture: itis the
“soul” of our ragion, & place like no other

The public supports affordable housing downtown.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 17.
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Two miles from downtown not the same as downtown.

The consultants’ fiscally “prudent” alternative to downtown is a two mile radius from downtown, which the consultant
assumes has good public transit. However, in Austin’s hub and spoke transit system, the most accessible transit location is
the hub, that is in downtown. Residents of downtown’s most affordable downtown housing, Lakeside, value the accessibility
provided by Capital Metro's downtown service..
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In contrast to statements about segregation, declaring downtown
everyone's neighborhood, and public support the draft
recommends pursuing affordable housing outside of downtown.

“The lower cost of creating affordable housing in the areas surrounding Downtown, coupled with its transit accessibility, make it a
fiscally prudent alternative.”

Finding: This plan is about downtown. Achieving affordability needs to be specifically addressed within the
downtown plan.

(DC Recommendation: Strike the sentence highlighted above from the final plan. Add goals by income level for
affordability downtown. As an alternative make development in the areas surrounding downtown in addition to
affordable development in downtown, but not instead of affordable development in downtown.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 82

* The City should support the production of very low, low, and moderate-income
units in and within reach of Downtown, including rental units affordable to
families eaming below 60% of MFI {median family income) and ownership units
affordable to families eaming below 80% of MFL. The lower cost of creating
affordable housing in the areas surrounding Downtown, couplad with its

. transit accessibility, makes it a fiscally-prudent alternative to meeting some of

: Downtown'’s affordable housing needs. Specificaily, creating affordable housing
options in neighborhood planning areas within a two-mile radius of 6th Street
and Congress Avenuae can provide cost efficient, transit-accessible units in close
proximity to Downtown.




Include affordable housing in redeveloped public land.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 83

*  Opportundtes, for achdeving very low, low and
maderate income hausing within Bowntown should
abn be maxamized in areas where height Brnlts result
in lower costs of corstraction, and where affordable
urgt construction can be required as part of the
redevelopment of povernment-cwned land. {Sce AU

2.2 below ]
+  These goads could be accomplishied through a ¢DC
number of shart-term strategies that ran be achieved Recommendation:

Support use of ares
with height
restrictions as
opportunity to
create affordable
housing.

inthe current market envircrsment - primarily with
puhlic subsidy - as well as long term strategies

that lewerage a framework of funding sources and
changing market conditians, sach as: procends
froen a Downtown: Density Honus Program, creaton
of a Workforoe Housing Corparation to provide
overrtralized funding, abatensent of taxes far projects achieving threshald
reguiserments for on-site affordabide howsing and the exparaion of SMART
Housing fex walvers and ecanomic development grants.™ In the lkang torm,

a noei-profit Warkfoece Howstng Corparation could leverage a rangs of public
and prtvate sources to create centrallzed Bnancing programs for the creation of
affardable housing.

*  The City should belp to reduce the substantial cost of structured paeking by toth
"decouphing” the sale or rental of parking from that of an atfoedabde unit and by
derreloping a supply of cendralized, off-site parking that can be leased ax needed.
[See Tanspartation and Farking.}

8522 Lewesage redevelopment of pubdiz lards to cortribute to afordable

fipuslng producton.

Of the apprasmabedy 178 acres of publicly-owned land Downtawn, 32 acres have (DC Recommendation:
shoet or meid-term redevelopment pedendial.  This includes properties owned by the Support use of public
City of Austin, Travis County, the State of Texas and the federat gowerrenent. Same land to create

of these praperties may be redeveloped in the future far a mix of non-gowernmmerntal affordable housing.

e es, Including housing,

+  The City should work in partnership with ather governmsents entities, such as
the Texas Factities Commmission, that could be engaged in redevedlapment of
Doardoran tand to promote affordable housing goals. The City already has an
established policy that directs 40% of the praperty tax from redevedoped
Gty owned property to the Housing Trest fund.  The City should consider
additionadl leverage dn the redevelopenent of City ks, including provisian
of free oe ducounted iand in exchange foe oo «idte affardable housing
and requirements for on-site affordable hausing units, 2 In the Musetber
Redevedaprnent and Project Green.




Costly recommendation to increase density of public housing.

Lakeside Apartments represents downtown’s only truly affordable housing. Other public housing sites represent the most
affordable option in their particular neighborhoods. Together they represent a considerable public investment. Replacement
would also require a considerable public investment. '

(DC Recommendation: Funds for development of affordable housing should create additional homes, not replace
existing ones.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 84

+ The Housing Authority of the City of Austin (HACA) controlled sites present
additional opportunities for partnership. There is potential to increase
density and create more than 3,500 additional units on the eight HACA sites in
Downtown and in the areas surraunding it. The City should partner with HACA
to prioritize the intensification of its sites, in order to increase availability and
improve quality of housing in and around Downtown.

(DC Recommendation: Support Permenant

House the homeleSS. Supportive housing recommendation.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 85

AL1-2.3: Provide for permanent supportive housing.
» The City should commit to the creation of approximately 225 single-room

occupancy (SRO) units of permanent supportive housing in Downtown, in
conjunction with non-profit partners that can provide needed services. Tt

Finding: A substantial percentage of the
downtown workforce earns less than 80%
of Median Family Income.

Other Activity / Use recommendations.

(DC Recommendation: Support housing for

. , , low-wage downtown workers including
Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 86 musicians. Limit financial subsidies

, , . . " , housing affordable to people below 80%
i .,"} A g A 9 PatEYd 2 gy o
Al-2.4: Promote affordabile housing for artists and of median family. Use density bonuses to

musicians. create housing affordable up to 120% of
median.

(DC Recommendation: Support making

AU-2.5: Make Downtown housing more family-friendly. downtown housing family friendly




Don't diverge from Affordable Housing Incentives Task Force.

Powntown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 105

D0-1.2: Finalize and adopt a Downtown Density Bonus Program that allows
developers and the community to equitably share the benefits of additional height
and density above the existing regulations,

recammeridabions have andergane additianal revwew by a sub-cormanittee of the

#lannirg Comenission and inderested stakeholders.

+  The City should finalize and adapt the Downdowen Density Bonus Program as an
integral part of the DAF and proceed with the preparation of the necessary cade
amsendments that will update the interm ordinance that has been in place since
January 2008, The following Bndings of the DAP study shiudd he considered:

»  Thedessity bosus system should ensure thet developers ane lacestivized to
use ft. "Charging” for additional density, whether theough on-site benefits
of 35 & fee-n:liew, can be pstfied ordy where sufficient Incremental value
is created foe a private developer to take an the additional risk of baliding
2 larger praject. The public may feasibly exact a portian, but nat ali, of the
inremsental value created from borets dersity. In order to incenttvre use
af a density bonis, private developers must be left with conse measure
af Incremental vatue for choasing to butd the sddiviorat density. The
ecoramic analysis that accompanied the BAF Density Bonws Hepart
concluded that additional office and hotet density does nat create sufficient
incremental value to warrant a fee, and recammended that an affordable
housing in-leu fee apply onty to residential developnaent, which corsistenty
accrses additional econansic value from addibonal height and densiy

Findings:

This recommendation should not appear in the final downtown plan and the current bonus program be left
in place. The density bonus program, which the Affordable Housing Incentives Task Force recommended
and the City Council already adopted should remain in place.

The current incentives program was based on economic analysis of actual downtown development and put
forward with unprecedented broad consensus of development and affordable housing stakeholders.

The current bonus program applies equally to all types of development in all parts of downtown as is
typical of other cities where density bonus incentives are successful.

To replace the consensus recommendations of the Incentives Task Force with a program that offers lower
standards to commercial development (considering that many low-paying jobs housed in commercial
property increase demand for affordable housing) and lower standards in areas of downtown where
affordable development is more likely to occur would be a step backward.

(DC Recommendation: Delete references to changing current density bonus incentive program.



Support CURE recommendation.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 105

*  Theevistiog CLRE re-zoalng process hos proven to be o “leaphote” that
bos rendered the enisting oterim Dwnsfty Banws Progvam feaffective. No
deweloper has utilized the "interim”™ Downtown density boras program
since ks inception in 2008, Rather than adhering to the prescribed pragram
of density bareses, dewelopers secking additicnial density have a8 gone
thecauigh the discretonary CURE pracess with City Coundl. The Centraf
Urban Redevslopment [CURE} ordinance allows rezonings of Dowrvtown
properties to incresse entiferments as well as get relief fram certain
reguiations on a case-bycase basis. The use of CURE to chtain additionat
density and hedght should be replaced by a formalzed density banus systern
that can tie processed administratteedy and that can provide all stakehodders,
including developers and commmivnity membess more certainty, predictab ity
and transparency.

(DC Recommendation: The (DC supports this recommendation. In the (DC’s review no CURE zoning case has
resulted in the provision of affordable homes downtown. The use of CURE zoning should be replaced by the
formal, prescribed density bonus system.

All districts should contribute to affordable housing.

Downtown Austin Plan, Nov. 2010 Draft for Community Review, p. 72

¢ [n consideration of reduced height limits, and to provide an incentive for
preservation, the Plan recommends that the City adopt a corresponding Transfer
of Development Rights {TDR) program that wiould allow Warehouse District
property owners to sell unused development rights {(available under existing
oning entitlernents and those within the proposed Downtown Density Bonus
Program) to other properties within Downtown that may be seeking greater
density. The TDR program and the recommended development standards are
described in detail in the Downtown Density Bonus Program repaft‘”

(DC Recommendation: Transfers of development rights, including rights under density bonus programs need to
contribute to affordable housing. Transferring development rights should not be structured so as to sidestep
affordability.




Summary of the CDC’s recommendations

1. To assure a more inclusive future for downtown, adopt goals for creating homes affordable to

full range of income groups.

2. Strike the sentence referring to developing affordable housing within a two mile radius instead
of downtown. Add goals by income level for affordability downtown. As an alternative make
development in the areas surrounding downtown in addition to affordable development in
downtown, but not instead of affordable development in downtown.

. Support use of ares with height restrictions as opportunity to create affordable housing.

. Support use of public land to create affordable housing.

. Funds for development of affordable housing should create additional homes, not replace
existing ones.

. Support Permanent Supportive housing recommendation.

. Support housing for low-wage downtown workers including musicians. Limit financial subsidies
housing affordable to people below 80% of median family. Use density bonuses to create
housing affordable up to 120% of median.

8. Delete references to changing current density bonus incentive program.

9. The use of CURE zoning should be replaced by the formal, prescribed density bonus system.

10.Transfers of development rights, including rights under density bonus programs need to

contribute to affordable housing. Transferring development rights should not be structured so
as to sidestep affordability.
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