MEMORANDUM

455 3 Pavid Sullivan, Chair
Plannming Commission Members

FROM: Camer Stoll. Neighhorhood Planning and Zoning Department
Y,4-2397
City Council Public Hearing Date:— April 26, 2012

RE: Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan

Description of Backup Information

At the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan bricfing at the February 28. 2012 Planning
Commission meeting stall hand-delivered to the Planning commission notechooks with number of
documents:

Draft hnagine Austin Comprehensive Plan

Community Forum Series results

Susceptibly to Change analysis

Strategie Issues Report

Community Survey

Altemative FFutures Working Paper

INDEX in Imagine Austin

Fiscal Impact Analysis of Mixed-Use Redevelopment Along South Congress Avenue
Supplemental Analysis of Preferred Scenario and Growth Concept

Participation and Demographics

Zoning Capacity Analysis.

Altached to this memo are additional supplemental materials:

Making Austin: Public Participation in a New Comprehensive Plan

[magine Austin Comprehensive Plan Appendices

Questions received from the Planning Commission members (ollowing the 2-28-12 briefing
Draft Affordability Impact Statement

City of Austin Comprehensive Housing Market Study

Staff email indicating the Urban Renewal Board’s recommendations on the Growth Concept
Map for E. 11" and E. 12" Sueets.
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Planning Process

The process to develop the Austin ficagine Austin Comprehensive Plan was divided into four
phases—Plan Kickoff, Vision and Plan Framework, Creating the Comprchensive Plan. and Draft
Plan Review.

Pliase One—Plan Kickoff

This phase of the process involved both designing and beginning the process to create the
comprehensive plan. The significant elements of this phase included the consultants getting to
know Austin and meeting with the community. It also included both staff and consultants
reviewing existing plans and finalizing the Community Inventory (a document with different
types of information and data ubout Austin and its extraterritorial jurisdiction [ETJ]. Sec the
following URL for a link to the Community Inventory: hup://www.imagineaustin.net.s 1 34445.
gridserver.com/ communily-inventory).

It was during this phase that the process to create the comprehensive plan was designed. This
included assigning roles and responsibilities for City of Austin staff, the consultant team, and the
public. The phase culminated with Kick-Off Party held at the Auvstin Convention Center on
October 12, 2010 which was attended by more than 230 members of the public, plus an
additional 40 children from Austin recreation centers.

Phase Two—Vision and Plan Framework

This phasc of the process revolved around a series of public meetings (Community Forum Serics
[CES] #1.#2. and #3.) During cach of these series of meetings, the public was asked to
considered different aspects of Austin and its future.

During CFS #1, the community was asked what they valued most about Austin, what needs to
change to make it a better place. and what type of city could it be if the issues facing the
community were addressed. This input was synthesized into elements of the Vision Statement.

During CFS #2, participants were asked to comment on the elements of the Vision Statement and

engaged in a chip excreise 1o assign future population and job growth, identified areas to be

preserved trom development, and indicated the types and locations of future transportation

improvements. The results from this exercise were synthesized into four different future growth

SCENArios:

® Scenario A—A widcly dispersed development pattern spreading future growth all over
Austin and its ET).

® Scenario B—It directed growth in a crescent shape along US 183 in the north arching to the
south and directed most development east of Mopac with a significant amount development
located between 1H-35 and SH 130.

¢  Scenario C—A morc compact growth pattern directing a significant amount of
redevelopment Lo the central city with dense concentrations of people and jobs located in
centers mostly located 1o the north, east, and south.

® Scenario D—The most compact development pattern and divected most of the jobs and
people into the central city.



In addhtion. Comprehensive Planning staff developed a Nifth scenario that reflected current
development patterns and groswth trends. These scenarios were analyzed using a number of
sustanability indicators such as land consumed. amount of CO2 emitied. development over the
Edwards Aquifer, and the relative mfrastructure costs associated with each scenario,

During CFS #3, the community was asked to incicate their preferred scenario and was provided
the indicator results to assist in the task. The public’s preferences resulted in a map capturing
signilicant ¢lements of Scenarios C and D. This Preferred Growth Scenarto map later cvolved in
the Growth Concept Map.

The significant work products ol Phase Two were the Plan Framework and Preferred Growth
Scenano which served as the basis for the next phase of the process.

Phase Three—Creating the Comprehensive Plan

During this phase of the process. stalf reached out to people and groups with interest and
cxpertise in the plan’s elements to join topic-specific working groups. Their assignment was to
create actions to implement the policy directions created in Phase Two. Over the course of 20
meetings the working groups generated and honed the actions from a beginning number af over
3,000 10 a litle more than 200. During this phase. with public input, the Preferred Growth
Scenario evolved into the Grawth Concept Map.

Phase Four—Draft Plan Review

This phasc began with a Plan Release Party held at the Carver Muscum and Cultural Center on
October |, 201 1. More than 600 people attended the event 1o review the draft plan, rank plan
clements, eat from food tratlers. and hsten o live music,

This phasc asked the community to read the plan and comment on what they like and what they
did not. During this comment period. staff received almost 2,000 comments. Each of these were
reviewed and commented upon by staff and the Council-appointed task force. Many of these
comments resulted in changes to the draft plan and are reflected in the adoption draft attached o
this memo.

Draft lmagine Austin Comprehensive Plan Summary

As part of establishing the scope of for the contract with the lcad consultant, Wallace, Roberts,
and Todd (WRT), the City Council established three priorities tor the plan—public engagement.
sustainabihity, and implementation—which are central o how the plan was developed as well as
its content. The comprehensive plan is organized into live chapters:

Chapter One: The Roudmap and the Road Ahead describes the need for a comprehensive plan
providing a roadmap for Austin to navigate the challenges of the 21st century; core principles for
action to achieve a sustainable future; and how we will use those principles to turn the plan inta
rcality. It is useful for those who may not wish to read the plan “cover to cover.”

Chapter Two. Experiencing Austin: Who Are We Todav? contains information on the current
state ol Austin and what it means for the city’s future, such as how affordable it is to live here,
how people are getting around. and how our parks and city services are performing.



Chapier Three: magining Austin: Our Vision of a Complere Connnunity presents the Imugine
Austin vision statement, developed with the input of thousands of residents. It describes the
Austin we aspirc to be in 2039, ihe two hundredth anniversary of the city’s founding. Our city
will be a city of complete communities that is natural and sustainable, prosperous, livable.
mobile and interconnected. educated, creative, and that values and respects all Austinites. The
vision statement defines the destination that the plan policies, actions, and programs arc designed
to reach.

Chapter Four: Shaping Anstin: Building the Complete Connunnity sets a two-part lramework lor
action to realize our vision of a city of complete communitics. The growth concept map shows in
generai terms where new development over the next 30 years should be located. The building
blocks define specific policies 1o guide decisions on topics ranging from land use and
transportation to economy to creativity. The core concepts of Imagine Austin — complete
communities and compact, connecled centers — are two sides of the same coin. These policies arc
the foundation of the action ideas and programs contained in Chapter Five.

Chapter Five: Implementation ind Measuring Success addresses how Imagine Austin’s vision
and framework will be implemented. It identifies eight priority action programs based on
hundreds of ideas developed hy citizen working groups, provides guidance for decision-making,
and delines the ongoing process that will be used to monitor implementation progress.

Outstanding Issues

Although the process to develop the Anstin Tmagine Anstin Comprehensive Plan has been

inclusive and has captured the aspirations ol a broad cross-section of the community, several

outstanding issues remain:

® A lack of understanding as to the scope and purpose of a comprehensive plan.

® Some people have expressed concerns that the levels of outreach and participation have not
been adequate.

e A continuing misperception by some in the public of the role of the Austin Imagine Anstin
Comprehensive Plan relative to small arca plans such as ncighborhood plans.

® The specific designation of centers located on existing developed areas in recharge and
contributing zones of the Edwards Aquifer such as the designation of the center located at the
“Y™ in Oak Hill as a neighborhood center. In addition some in the community would like to
see all the centers located in these arcas removed.
Some in the community want SH 45 Southwest to be reinserted on the Growth Concept Map.
The plan anticipates Austin will continue to grow and the Vision Statement, Policics. Growth
Concept Map, Priority Programs, and Actions intend to guide this growth in alignment with
the public values expressed during the plan’s development; however, this perspective is not
shared by some in the community.

Staff Recommendation

Staff recommendation will be forthcoming pending input and discussions occurring during the
upcoming Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan Planning Commission public hearings and the
Planning Commission’s Comprehensive Plan Commitiee meetings.
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Welcome to Your Future

e City of Austin's Citizens are aboul 1o embark on o very
exciting journey, Cver the next 18 months, elocted and
apponted leaders, residents, business people, cily staff,
CIVIC grougss, community volunteers, and many others will
engage in a discussion about our values as a ity and our
aspirations for the future, This discussion will articulate a
vision for Austin’s future and guide the development of a
new Comprehensive Plan that wall drive the way the City
grows, spends, and conserves its resources,

To citizens who were involved in pre-planning activities
{e.g, the August 5, 2009 workshop), thank you. Your input
directly shaped this Public Participation Plan. To citizens
who will become involved as the planning process
officially kicks off, welcome.

What the Comprehensive Plan Is

An expression of the Austin community’s
shared values, aspirations, and vision for

the future.

The policy foundation for decision-mak-
ing by the City and its partners to proac-
tively manage growth and change.

The City's "to-do"list defining a citywide
action program and priorities to be
implemented over time to achieve

the vision.
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What the Comprehensive Plan is Not

A replacement of existing neighborhood,

corridor, or other geographicaily specific
plans (rather, it provides a policy frame-
work to be taken into account in prepar-
ing or revising such plans in the future).

A specific proposal for changing land

use or zoning (again, the comprehensive
plan sets the framework for undertaking
such changes).
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Backaground on the
Austin Comprehensive Plan

A camprehensive plan defines a city's public policies re-
lated to growth and devetopment. It takes a broad, com-
munity-wide perspective, often referred 1o as a "30,000
foot view, as opposed to more detailed neighborhood,
couidor, or area plans that deal with specific parcels

and projects (e.g., filling gaps in the sidewalk network o1
unciertaking specific park improvements). Austin's new
comprehensive plan will establish a framework and ac-
tion program for the City as a whaole, to be implemented
over a period of years to achieve the vision articulated
by citizens.

I he Austin City Chaiter spells ous specitic items that
need to be incorporated into the City's comprehensive
plan. According to Article X “Planning” of the City of
Austin Charter,

The council shall adopt by ordinance a comprehensive
plan, which shall constitute the master and general plan.
The Comprehensive Plan shall conroin the councils policies
for growth, development and beautification of the fand
within the corporate limits and the extraterritorial juris
diction of the city, or for the geographic portions thereol
including neighborhood, community and area wide plans.

The comprehensive plan shall include the folfowing ele
ments jalthough additional elements may be included):

. Afuture land use elfement
2. Auaffic circulation and mass transit elemernt

3 Awaslewaler, solid waste, drainage and potable water
element

4. Aconservation and environmenial resoirces element

5. Arecreation and open space element

. 6. Ahousingelement

7. Apublic service and facilities efement, which shall include
but not be limited to a capital improverment program

8 Apublic buildings and related lacilities elerent

g Aneconomic element for commercial and
industrial development and redevelopment

10. A health and human service element

Austin's current comprehensive plan of record, the
Austin fomorrow Comprehensive Plan, was first adoptec
in 1979 and most recently updated in 2008, The 2008
interim Update incorporated City Council policies and
replaced the 1979 Growth Areas Map with an updated
Growth Areas Map. The need to creale a new Com-
prehensive Plan became increasingly clear during the
process of developirg the 2008 Update. Although the
plan contained thermes that are as relevant today as
they were in the 1970s, such as neighborhood and
environmental protection, much of the plan is dated
and a product of the time in which it was wrilten. In
addition, since the plan’s initial adoption, a number of is-
sues have emerged that were not foreseen in the 1970s.
Homelessness, diminishing automobile mobility, climate
change, and an affordable housing supply that cannot
meet the growing demand are among the issues of
concern for current and future Austinites.
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Moving Forward with a
New Comprehensive Plan

Ir their 2009-2010 annual budgert, the Austin City Coun-
cil apportioned funds to create a new Comprehensive
Plan for the Ciry. On April 23, 2009, Watlace Roberts and
Todd, LEC (WRT) was setected to lead a consultant team
to work with the City of Austin, the citizens of Austin,
and residents of its extra-territorial jurisdiction (ETJ)' 10
create a new Comprehensive Plan (sec Figure 1). City
Council set three overarching goals to guide the process
of preparing the plan:

t. Community Engagement: The planning process will
in¢lude muttiple ways of engaging the public, with Lhe
ovelall goat of devetopinig a plan that rellects the vahues
and aspirations of the entire Austin community,

2. Sustainability: he ptanning process will define
what sustamnability rneans specificatty for Austin and
the aspirations of Austinites for a sustainable future
environment, economy, and community.

3. Imptementation: The planning process will incorporate
a strategic focus on impltementation, culminating in for-
mulation of a realistic action agenda and benchimarks
10 measure progress in achieving the vision.

The end result is expected to be a fandmark plan and
model for other communities to use in charting a course
towards a sustainabte future,

This public participation plan defines a frarmewor k fol
achieving the first goat—involving the Austin commu-
nity in developing a plan that will be vitally important 1o
the City's future. Towards that end, it defines:

Guiding principles and objectives; participants and
their roles in the planning process (Chapter 2)

Outreach, education, and discussion tools to be used
to reach and inform esidents (Chapter 3)

Public participation tools to be used to actively en-
gage residents in providing public input (Chapter 4)
Key public participation events in the process
{Chapter 5)

Measures to be taken to document the planning

process and provide a transparent record of results
(Chapter 6)




CHAPTER 2

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS

Guiding Philosophy/
Principles of the Public
Participation Plan

Objectives
Targeted Audiences

Key Participants and
Their Roles

Decision-Making

This section fays out the guiding philosophy and objectives of the Public Par-
ticipation Plan, as well as the roles of those who wilt be involved throughout
the process. The plan is based on two principles of participation: 1) The plan
will reflect the values and aspirations which citizens will be invited to express in
a muttitude of ways throughout the planning process; and 2) The process will
engage members of the public who are not usually involved in city planning
and decisions.

The goal of the Participalion Plan is to create a framework to solicit public input
to create a new Comprehensive Plan for Austin. This new plan should give
clear direction for future policies, be rooted in Austin’s broad common ground,
and incorporate, where possibte, new approaches to bringing together Austin’s

diverse interests,

Guiding Philosophy

hese following principles provide the foundation upon
which the public participation program is built

Open to All: Participation in the development of the
comprehensive plan is open and inclusive of all of
Austin and its extraterritorial jurisdiction. Participa-
tion is encouraged across geographic, demographic,
financial, and other lines. Because different people
have diffeient experiences, preferences, constraints,
and capacities to participate, being open to all re
quires having multiple ways (o participate.

«  Community Engagement: Beyond staff and the
consultant reaching out, talking with, and listening
to the community, the community engages with
itself, across the traditional lines that divide Austin.
This happens across the process, but also within
specific events (e.g. the community forum series).

Transparency: Participants see their input 1eflected
in the cutcomes from meetings and events and see
how those outcomes shape and mfluence the plan.

Enthusiastic and Vibrant: The process welcomes
and encourages enthusiasm, as a foundation for
becoming an increasingly vibranl city.

Engaging Underrepresented Groups: For tradition-
ally hard-to-reach groups (e.g., younger citizens,
famities with children, renters, Spanish speakers, and
residents who hold more than one job and have little
free time) a concerted effort will be made Lo take
participation opportunities directly to them—where
they live, work, and gather. Among planned activities
are community forums held at varied times and in
geographically dispersed locations, the use of social
media, leveraging the relationships of community
leaders and institutional partners to reach targeted
populations, and periodic focus groups.

Fun: The planning process need not be a dry one.
In fact, it can be enjoyable and even entertaining.
By Creating opportunilies for the community to have
fun together, the planning team will inspire trust,
ownership, and commitment to the process. Ap-
pealing venues, music, visuals, energetic activities,
concurrent youth events, and the opportunity to
meet new ‘neighbors” are among the ways that fun
will be interjected inlo activities



The following abjectives are the ends 1o which public
participation effonts are directed.

Build understanding of the project and credibility
for the process.

Strategy: A variety of outreach and educarional tools
wilt help create public inderstanding of the planning
process and the important role the community will
play in that process. Credibility will be built by a num-
ber of actions, including program transparency, effective
branding, community ambassadlors {e.q, Comprehensive
Plan Citizens Advisory Task Force members, community
leadcers, and even local celcbrities), media coverage, and
an obvious cornectlion between input and outcomes.

Provide numerous and varied opportunities for
public participation and input.

Strategy: The program wilt offer a varicty of participation
methods, hold events in geographicatly diverse tocations,
partner with diverse individuals and organizations 10
expand opportunities to participate, and encourage
community members to engage with one another,
Dialogue will be decentralized.

Understand the needs and interests of the City’s
diverse constituency.

Strategy: Attention will be given to both those tradition-
afty involved audiences as well as to groups who are tra
ditionally less involved. While typically underrepresented
groups can be challenging to reach, there are tools built
into the planning process to ensure diversity of input,
Citizens representing these groups, including those who
five in Austin's extraterritoriaf jurisdiction, young adulrs,
ethnic and racial minorities, and those without a college
education will be recruited to participate in focus group
discussions. Additionally, these groups will have represen-
tation on the Comprehensive Plan Citizen's Advisory Task
Force, and community leaders within these populations
will be recruited to serve as relayers, spreading the word
about public participation opportunities and coflecting
hard-copy comment forms al meetings and events.

Carefully consider input and show a clear
connection between input and outcomes.

Strategy: A well-structured system of documentation
and rransparency will keep the public informed about
the development of the plan as it unlolds, accounting
for how public input is collected and how that input is
used in the subsequent phase of the planning process.
Graphic representations of the process and timeline will
be displayed in public facilities and online allowing the
community 1o tangibly see how the plan evolves,

We recognize that these public participation principles
and objectives aspire to a high standard. We also under
stand that the constraints of available time and resourrc-
es may, al times, cause us to fall short of these ideals,
However, by working together, our collective commu-
nity efforts will yield an exceptional public experience
and a strong Comprehensive Plan.

Targeted Audiences

Residents in the Cily of Austin and those in its EVJ are
targeted for outreach and participation. Special ef-
forts will be made to ensure that the voices of typically
underrepresented groups are heard in the ptanning
process, These groups include minority populations,
non-English speakers, families with children, seniors,
people with disabifities, and residents living outside the
urban core who have not been traditionally engaged in
community planning activities. Outreach and education
tools are outfined in Section lIl of this document. These
toals will be appropriately modified to reach underrep-
resented groups as well as the general population,
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Key Participants and Their Rofes

A well-orchestrated pullic participation prograrn
requires a team effort. Following are the key participants
on that team and the roles they will play in the process.

Citizens

Members of the community are asked 10 engage in
civil discourse about tssues that affect cunent reality
and dictate what Austin will be in ihe future. Citizens
tnclude not only residents, but also members of Aurs-
lin's business and corporate communities, as well as its
non-profit and advocacy cormmunities. They are asked
1o communicate their interests, listen to diverse view-
points, understand constiaints and rade-olls, and help
in defining the common ground. Most of all, they should
bring Austin's enthusiasm, vibrancy, and openness inio
the process. Individual citizens who wish 10 become
more involved may consider becoming project volun-
teers or partners, The process should accommodare
every level of participation, including:

» Dedicated participants

These are members of the public who are dedicated to
close involvement throughout the planning process.
Dedicated participants attend all {or most) major partici-
pation opportunities, are likely io be aciive on the proj-
ect website, and are the most likely to attend a Planining
Commission, Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Task
Force, or City Council meeting. Dedicated participants
are crucial to this process, because they provide "experts
in the field, and serve as conduits between the planning
team and the community.

» Qccasional participants

these are members of the public who are committed to
the process, but limit themselves primarily to the major
avenues for participation. They attend most of the Com-
munity Forums, stay abreast of the process online or at the
library, and may even attend a few outside meetings.

» Infrequent participants

These are people without much time, who are never-
theless able o attend one or two community forums.
These participants are crucial, because they are likely

1o come from hard-to-reach communities without the
time or ability 1o participate frequently. However, they
arc also rore difficult to :include for two teasons. First,
becaurse they are unlikely to have followed the process
from the start, they will need more contextual informa-
tion at each step Second, because they are less likely
1o lollow-up, their input needs 1o be weighed carefully
with that of dedicated and occasional participants, who
can repeat their positions throughout the process. To
address these issues, orientation sessions will be sched-
uled to briet new participants on contextual information
and decisions previously made during the process. By
capturing the inlerests and needs of all participants
(and participant groups) the draft plan can address the
common interests of all segments of the community.
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Partners

The City will recruit partners from the public and private
sectors. These partners will help extend the reach of

the public participation process and provide valuable
outreach and inpul opportunities to the public. They
may also provide venues, food, and/or entertainment for
community events, One of Austin's strengths is its enor-
motrs civic entrepreneurialism, The Comprehensive Plan
welcornes unaffiliated efforts at promoting discussion,
outreach, and passion among the public. The following
denotes varying partnership opportunities:



» Community Leaders

Citizens who told leadership roles in the community will
be recruited to encourage broad public participation in
the plenning effor . They may disseminate information,
conduct Meelings-in a Box {i.e, an exercise that allows
people to contribute their views outside the boundaries
of the Community Forum Series), post information on their
websites and in their newsletlers, and volunteer in other
ways to further dialogue and encourage input. Commu-
nity leaders may also be institutions like churches, neigh-
borhood associations, and professional organizations.

» Volunteers

These are citizens, organizations, and businesses without
any lormal leadership role who nonetheless are willing
to go beyond the role of participating and take on some
kind of organizing role, whether it is hosting a Meeting-
in-a-Box, organizing an educational event, hosting a
contest, or volunteering 1o work al community events
promoting the process. In addition to individuals, vol-
unteers may also be places where Austin's communities
gather, such as restaurants, calés, and beauty shops.

» Institutional partners

Organizations—suich as the independent school
districts, Capital Metro, the State of Texas, area colleges
and universities, counties, or the Lower Colorado River
Authority—in Austin and the region that have author-
ity over something related to the Comprehensive Plan
will be engaged as partners throughout the process.
These partnerships could include providing outreach
and in-kind assistance through participation as technical
stakeholders.

Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Task Force

Members of the Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory
Task Force will serve as champions, ambassadors, and
guides for the process. The Task Force will provide a
forum for the discussion of ideas and issues and help
to guide the consultant team and staff in synthesizing
public input. It will also, provide advice and recommen-
dations to the City Council, the Planning Commission,
City staff, and project consultant team,

Technical working groups

Later in the process, technical working groups will be
established comprised of persons with special knowl-
cdye or mterest in different plan efements. The technical
working groups wilt help develop recommendations to
the Task Force regarding how the Vision Statement and
Plan Framework policy directions can be translated into
specific strategies and actions. A process will be devel-
oped 1o ensure that the working group's recommenda-
tions are coordinated and integrated.

The Austin City Council

The City Council has finaf approval aver the planning
process and the new Austin Comprehensive Plan. Like
the Comprehensive Plan Citizen Advisory Task Force and
Planning Commission members they appoint, members
of the City Council are advocates for a plan that captures
the vision and spirit of Austin. In addition to hearings
before the full City Council, the three-member Compre-
hensive Planning and Transportation Committee, which
meets monthly, will be another venue for Councit 1o stay
up-to-date on the process,

Planning Commission

Ihe Planning Commission is charged by the City Charter
to recommend a Comprehensive Plan to City Council.
Planning Commission initiated the current process by
recommending that the City Council authorize a new
Comprehensive Plan. It will also oversee the process

1o ensure that the Plan adheres to the Charter require-
ments and provides a long-range perspective on the
future of Austin. Its five-member Comprehensive Plan
Committee was active in preparing for a new Compre-
hensive Plan planning process. They are likely to meet
monthly throughout the process and beyond to oversee
its progress.



Other Boards and Commissions

As citizens already closely involved with city issues
covered by the new Comprehensive Plan, members

of Austin’s other Boardls and Commissions are valuable
resources for this process. They are encouraged to at-
tend all Comprehensive Plan events, but will become
especially important as the process moves into the parts
of Phase 2 and into Phase 3 and begins to deal with the
plan elements. Many Boards and Commissions will be
given an opportunity to formally review the draft Plan
Framework and draft Comprehensive Plan.

City of Austin Staff

City staff wilf serve a number of functions, ranging from
administration of the public process to data collection
and analysis to facilitation at events. The Planning and
Development Review Department manages the process
with the consultant team. Other departments wilt pro-
vide staffing throughout the process, with their partici-
pation increasing as the process moves from Phase 2
(Ptan Vision and Framewaork) 10 Phase 3 {development of
the full Comprehensive Plan). Staff of the departments
most directly associated with each element will work
with technical and citizen working groups to develop
the Comprehensive Plan document from the Plan
Framework.

Consultant Team

The consultant team will work collaboratively with City
staft to“orchestrate” the planning process and prepare
substantive work products reflecting the resulis of
pubtic participation. The members of the consultant
team are:

» WRT {fead planning consultant): land use and urban
design, housing, environmental resources, public facili-

ties and services, recreation and open space

» AngelouEconomics: economic development

» Canales-Sondgerath Associates: focal planning

liaisonAand use and implementaion

» Carter Design Associates: community health and lu

man services, related urban design issues
Criterion Planners: sustainability modeling

Estilo Communications, inc.: public participation
Group Solutions RIW: public participation

Kimiey Horn and Associates, Inc.: transportation
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Raymond Chan Associates, Inc.: utility infrastructure

Decision-Making
Articulating a vision for Austin’s future will be a col-
laborative effort. While the ultimare decision-making
power 1osts with City leadership, the collective voice

of the community will guide decisions. It is with this in
mind that the Public Participation Plan was designed as
an iterative process, providing a variety of opportunities
to elicit meaningful input from a diverse cross-section
of Auslin's citizenry. The overarching goal of the plan is
to reasonably address the issues raised in that process
and transcend personat and interest-based agendas to
umplement a common vision,

Before citizens can provide meaningful input on the
Compuichensive Plan, they must first understand what
the Comprehensive Plan is and learn about the variety
of ways in which they can participate in its development.
The Public Participation Plan addresses these needs
through the following media outreach, education and
discussion tools. '




Arn iterative process between broad public input and
review and the development of key plan documents,
such as the Vision and Comprehensive Plar.
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ADOPTION PROCESS

Comprehensive Plan Committee

Other boards and
Commissions will review
plan elements and
documents at key
points in the process

Out of this iterative process, the consultant/staff team brings
documents vetted by the public to Planning Commission,
through its Comprehensive Plan Committee.

The Planning Commission

Comprehensive Planning and Transportation Committee

Planning Commission recommends documents, including the
Comprehensive Plan itself, to City Council, usually with the
Comprehensive Planning & Transportation Committee as a first step.

City Council




CHAPTER

MEDIA, EDUCATION, AND DISCUSSION TOOLS

CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
Qutrzach Message
Meciia Qutreach

Fducational and
Qutreach Events

IS IS desires of the public.

The table below ouilines the outreach message(s) of
each planning phase.

Table 1. Qutreach Messages

» Phase 1: Plan Kickoff
What s a Comprehensive Plan?
Why should we care?
How can we get invalved?

» Phase 2: Forum Series #1

What 15 a community vision?

The importance of a shared vision

The role of the vision in shaping the rest of the plan.
» Forum Series #2

Understanding the growth Austin i facing and its
implications.
Imaginingaltermative lutures (scenarios).
» Forum Series #3
Implications of {uture scenarios.
Strategic directions for change.
» Phase 3: Forum Series #4
Elements of the Comprehensive Plan.
Prionities for implementation.
» . Adopting the Plan

The importance of the Comprehensive Plan.
tmplementing the plan (e.g., policy changes, funding,
spending prigrities)

The Public Participation Plan will communicate the
messages through the following media outreach, edu-
cation and discussion tools.

Citizens rmay want to better understand what the Comprehensive Plan is. why
itis important, and in what ways they can participate in its development. The
information communicated in the outreach effort will answer these questions,
and provide additional information for context. Qutreach messages will vary
with each phase of the planning process and will be shaped by the needs and

Media Outreach

Recognizing the critical role the local media plays in
informing residents about community issues, accuraie
and timely information will be provided to media rep-
resentatives. Using the City's Public Inlormation Office,
regufar news releases will be issued 1o newspapers and
radio and television stations in the Austin area, includ-
ing those iargeling underrepresented populations,

- Press conferences, media inierviews, and public service

announcements will be used throughout the planning
process to ensure the media thoroughly understands
the project and can provide accurate information to the
reading, viewing, and fistening public,

Website

The project website will be a crucial resource for citizens
involved in the process. It will be a resource library, an
introduction to the plan and the process, and a record of
the process. Citizens will also be able to receive project
updates and meeting notices through the website.

LN



The site will also provide venues for discussion and
cornments, including live web chats. Note that many of
these opportunities for discussion on the website will be
distinct from formal opportunities for participation and
input. Website opportunities are intended 10 encourage
discussion and to spread information. Separaie opportu-
nities for direct input on the content of the plan will be
available, tailored 1o the current stage of the process.

Video clips and photos will be posted 10 the website as
they become available. Major updates will coincide with
cach phase of the planning process. Project newsletters,
the results of web chats, a project calendar, and other
guidance and reference materials will be posted. Once
abrand and a name for the Comprehensive Plan have
been selected, a distinct and easy-to-communicate URL
will be acquired.

Social Networking

Leveraging social media has become a must-do in
public outreach and can be both cost effective and time
efficient. Content can be uploaded on1o a variety of
social media platforms (e.g., Facebook and iwitter) by
utilizing auto posting on the project blog. Video clips,
another compelling tool for communily education, can
be spread virally via sites like Youlube. Together, these
soctal networking tools will help increase public under
standing of the plan and the planning process.

Austin Pubilic Libraries

The library system will serve a role similar to that of
the website: a repesitory of documents throughout
the process, as well as a centoer for information about
the current state of the process. Librarians will be able
to assist members of the public who are new to the
process. Libraries may also host "talk to a planner” days
to facilitate inlormal discussion between City siaff anct
the public.

Speakers Bureau and Presentations

Requests for speakers and special presentations will

be solicited throughout the projeci. Speakers bureau
presentations target existing groups and organiza-
tions in settings of their choice. Examples of targeted
groups include neighhorheod groups, civic organiza
tions, advocacy groups, City boards and commissions,
parent-teacher organizations, business groups, special
interest groups, elc. In order to maximize the number of
speaking engagements, City staff, Citizen Advisory Task
Force members and other community leaders will he
recruited 10 serve on the Speakers Bureau. PowerPoint
presentations, scripts, and comment forms will support
speaker presentations.



Newsletters, Updates and Fact Sheets

Project newsletiers, updates, and lact sheets witl be
developed throughout the process to provide reliable
nformation to the pubilic. Newsletiers will be produced
at each phase of the project. Project updates and/or fact
sheets will be prepared quarterly, or more frequently if
new information, or circumstances, warrant. Newsletters,
updates, and fact sheets will be posted to the project
webpage. Links will also be forwarded electronically to
the project’s growing email database. The City may also
elect to periodically inchide updates and flyers in utility
bill inserts.

Engaging Activities

fn addition to traditional routes 1o outreach and educa-
tion, engaging events will be designed to complement
each phase of the process. 'hese activities should first
and foremost be fun and interesting. They should also
educate participants and reinforce the plan's participa-
tion principtes. Examples include a citywide et to know
you“activity, a photo hunt, and self-guided tours of Austin.

LARRETR

Emaii Blasts

Lmail blasts aie a cost-effective way to reach a larg
number of people qgrickly and with as much freque
as desired. They are, however, only as powerful as th
database of addresses they target. The larger the reach
of the database, the mare effoctive an outreach tool
email blasts are, The City has begun compifing an emait
database of individuals interested in knowing abour,
and participating in, the planning process. The project
team will broadly communicate the desire to expand
the list to include everyone interested in receiving
information by this means. The project team wilt also
forward email blasts to crganizations for distribution to
their members and constituents, along with requests
that forwarded recipients go to the project website and
join the project interest list,

Emait blasts will generally be used no imore than once
aweek and no less than once a month. They coutd
inctude inforrnation such as meeting and event an-
nouncements, newsletters, process updates, and links
to other planning documents,

Community Events

Astafted information bouth placed at heavily attended
community and public events, and at other locations
with heavy foot traffic, can help reach the general public,
as well as traditionally underrepresented populations.
Targeting events and locations that appeal 1o and attract
members of targeted populations provide the advantage
of a physical presence in outreach, and helps generate
familiarity, community and trust around the project.
Examples of focations where informational booths may
be set up are farmer’s markets, ethnic events, and events
held on campuses, housing authorities, churches, etc.



Brochures and Flyers

Basic outreach and information tools like brochures and
flyers provide a ook for casual 1eaders and can point
those interested to more information. For the Compre-
hensive Plan, they will direct readers 1o the project web-
site and/or public fibraries for the opportunity to learn
more. While the amount of information they can convey
is limited, these materials are still important outreach
1oots because they are easy to distribute at meetings,
public areas and community events,

Lectures and Discussion Events

These purely educational events may be sponsored by
City partners (e.g., The University of Texas) or community
organizations. To the extent possible, events such as
tectures should be recorded and made available on the
project website.

i
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Book C!ub_and Reading Lists

A list of books retevant to the planning process will be
posted on the project website, in coordination with the
Austin Public Library system. Throughout the process,
existing book clubs will be encouraged to incorporate
one or more of these titles nto thei groups.

Meet-ups

In addition to community meetings hosted by existing
organizations, ad hoc informat meet-ups will be encour
aged at key points in the planning process. Reviewing
document drafts in advance of formal discussions is one
example of how these meet-ups might be used.

}



CHAPTER 4

PUBLIC PARTICIPATION TOOLS

CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS

Public Participation
bvents

Discussion Opportunities

Remote Opportunities

Community Forum Series

Community input will'be primarily coltected during four
series of community-wide forums. These forums will

be held at geographically dispersed locations around
the city and FTJ. Fach forum series wilt have a different
objective and will consist of six public meetings, includ-
ing mostly evening meetings and at least one daytime
mecting held during the week. To the extent possible, at
feast sorne mectings will ofter childcare and/or Spanish
transtation services for participants. Informational mate-
rials will indicate which forums will have these services
availahle. :

lo make participation enjoyable for residents, the
lorums will ofier engaging activities and light refresh-
ments. Portions of the forums will be videotaped, and
a brief video summary of each will be posted on the
project website, along with the results.

3
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Once the citizens understand the planning process and how they can get
involved, they are likely to be eager to provide their input. The Public Participa-
tion Plan is designed to elicit that input through a number of creative, engag-
ing, accessible, and diverse public participation tools.

(I

Web and Statistically Valid Survey

A public opinion survey will be used 1o poll a statisti-
cally valid, random sample of Austinites. The resulting
data wilt reveal general public opinion and substantiate,
or amend, input gathered through other methods. The
consultant wilt engage a research fum to provide expel-
tise in developing and administering the survey. Results
of this survey will be posted on the project web page.
Concurrent with the statistically valid survey, there will
be a self-selecied version on the project website.




Focus Groups

Citizens representing hard-1o-reach or traditionally un-
derrepresented groups rmay be recruited 1o take part in
format and/or informal focus groups. These discussions
can provide 1ich, qualitative data that can help fill in the
gaps left becausc other participation activitics failed ro
adequately capture these viewpoints

Draft Comments and Discussion Forums

An online comment form will provide an opportunity
for"armchair® participants to lend their views on plan-
ning documents. The comment form will be posted on
the project web page. Comment lorms will be open lor
a defined time period {at least two weeks). In addition
to soliciting feedback on draft documents from time to
tirne, the websile will host discussion forums aimed at
saliciting input on the plan_ This is distinct from other
ongoing discussion forums that are primarily aimed at
fostering general discussion or providing information

Key Stakeholder interviews

Interviews can provide the kind of rich data that bridges
informarion gaps and offers nvaluable insights to the
planning team. These interviews will be conducted with
opinion leaders and key project stakeholders. Elected

officials, civic and business leaders, institutional partners,

and subject matter experts are among those targeted
for discussions.

Meetings-in-a-Box

A portable version of one of more of the community
forums will be developed to use at small gatherings
{eqguivalent 10 a table at a community forumy). This
"Meeting-in-a-Box"concept will allow volunteers 1o be
trained as facilitators and conduct their own forums,
capturing valuable public input that can be brought
back to the planning team. The Meeting-in-a-Box will
include background materials and tools for an interac-
tive activity.



CHAPTER 5

KEY PUBLIC PARTICIPATION EVENTS

CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
Pulilic Open House

Community f:orum
Series #1 {Issues and
Aspirations)

Community Forum

Series #2 (Considering
I

Alternative Futures)

Community Forum
Serics #3 (Selecting .
a Prelerred Future)

Community Forum
Series #4 (Draft Plan
Review)

The fust public participation cpportunity took place on
August 5, 2009. Other key public participation events
include a public open house in Phase 1 and four

While public participation will be ongoing throughout developnient of the

Comprehensive Plan, the process will include key evenits at which focused
public input will be received to guide the next steps of the planning process.

The process consists of three major phases;

+ Phase 1 (Plan Kickoff): This phase—which is underway—will define how
the Comprehensive Plan will be developed and initiate public outreach and

input activities.

- Phase 2 {Vision and Plan Framework}: This phase will evaluate existing con-

ditions and trends, consider alternative scenarios for the future, and develop

a vision and policy framework based on citizen input.

- Phase 3 (The Comprehensive Plan): This phasc will develop the Vision and
Plan Framework from Phase 2 into the complete Comprehensive Plan docu

ment, including the elements required by the Austin City Charter.

The following provides an overview of each event and
the anlicipated products to be provided 1o the public.
Key products will be made available in Spanish as well

community forum series (i.c., meetings held in different as English,
parts of the City)—three in Phase 2 and one in Phase 3.
Task Public Input Opportunities Work Product Estimated Start
c Designing Ihe pracess Paiticipation ‘Morkshaps (2) Participation Plan Aug. 2069
-t
o] 3 . . q
I-mu = ': Beyginning 1he pocess Pubtic Open Hose Flvers/informalion nuserials Orl. 2009
<28 - ‘
Irs" Beginming 1o engage spenkers bureay, engaging events
a9 9 'g 939 5 - - Engaging ' Project handoi; Comprehensive Plan laci book * Qcl. 2009
2
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Public Participation Workshop

An initial pubic workshop was heldl at City Hall on
August 5, 2009. Participants were asked for input an
ways to engage the community in the planning process.
That input helped develop this Public Participation Plan
The waorkshop kicked off a callaboration with the com
munity that will weave its way throughout the cntire
planning process.

Public Open House

Conducted in a central focation as par: of the Plan Kickoff,
the Public Open llouse will begih the planning process. -
Open House actwvities will introduce the comprehensive
planning process to the public and provide an opportunity
for citizens to begin to identify important issues for Austins
future (Yissues scan’). The Open [House will allow the public
1o meet the consuliants and key city staff who will be: in-
volved in the comprehensive planning process. In addition
to beginning to identify issues, members of the public will
be able to provide input into selection of a“brand/logo for
the Comprehensive Plan. The Open House will also mark
the launch of a web-based survey coordinated with the
ISSULS SCan exergise.

Following the Open House, the consultant team will
begin stakeholder and opinion leader interviews, struc-
tured similarly to the issues scan. The consultant team
will also meet with the Citizens Advisory Task Force to
orient them to their role in the process.

Following the Public Open House, the Speakers Bu-
reau activities will begin. These presentations on the
Comprehensive Plan will be made to interested groups
across Austin, The project website will also launch after
a brand has been determined and a URL has been
acquired.

Primary products

i Public Participation Plan (this document)

» Flyers (half-page “pointers” to more information—
€.g. on the project website)

3 Project handout (a full- page summary of the plan-
ning process)

4 Comprehensive Plan fact book (an introduction to
the plan and a capsule summary of key Austin data) -

- Community Forum Series #1 {lssues and

Aspirations): What do we want Austin to
be in 10, 20, 25 years and beyond?

The dust Cormmunity Forum Series will focus on identilying
Austin's strengths, challenges, and componenits of a future
vision for the City. Following an introductory presentation,
Imeeting participants will separate into small groups and
answer a series of guestions. In addition to the scheduled
community forum meetings, citizens will be provided the
opporiunity 1o provide input via “Meetings-in-a-Box, which
will alfow them to recreate the meeting activities in a por-
table format. Citizens interested in hosting a Meeting-in-a-
Box will receive the Box and instructions; in exchange, they
will ensure that a minimum number of people attend and
provide the results of the meeting to the planning team.

A random, statistically valid survey will be conducted in
coordination with Community Forum Series #1 and the
Meetings-in-a-Box to receive representative input from
residents who do not attend the meetings.

Primary products

I Common Ground {a working paper organizing the
results of Community Forum Series #1 into elements
of a vision statement)

2. Vision Statement (to be adopted by Council)



Community Forum Series #2 (Considering
Alternative Futures): What are we becoming?

The second Community Forum Series will provide an
overview of current conditions and trends and their im-

plications for a sustainable future using the sustainability,

measuring tool (INDEX software) developed by consul-
tant team member Criterion Planners. Again working

in small groups, participants will be asked 1o develop
scenarios for Austin's future through a “chip exercise”
(i.c. 'piacing units representing projected increments of
qiowlh ona map of the City and its E1J in the configura-
tion they feel best meets their aspirations for the future).
Representative visualizations of the chips in different
contexts {e.g., what different densities look like and how
much space they take up) will be provided. Follow-up
discussions;‘-such as online forums, will complement the
chip exercise.

Primary products
Community inventory {current conditions and trends)
2. Austin Today and Tomorrow (an assessment of cur-
rent and future conditions if current trends continue)

3, Future Austin Scenarios (2-3 alternative scenarios
synthesized from the chip exercise results)

Community Forum Series #3
(Selecting a Preferred Future):
. What changes in direction are needed?

Community Forum Series #3 will present and evaluate
the alternative scenarios developed from the results of
Series #2, again using Criterion Planners INDEX software,
A'scoring”exercise will allow participants 1o select a
preferred scenario for the uture, which may incorporate
components of mare than one alternative. Participants
will also be asked 1o identify key changes in direction
represented by the preferred scenario. The results will
be used to craft a Draft Plan Framewaork that sets policy

directions for achieving the Vision and preferred sce-
nario, integrated across the different plan elemens (land
use, transportation, conservation and environmental
resources, cconomic development, etc). The public will
have the oppertunity 1o provide feedback on the Draft
Plan Framework through various means.

Primary products
1. Scenario Evaluation / Prelerred Scenario
2. Draft Plan Framework

3. Refned Plan Framework

Community Forum Series #4 (Draft Plan Re-
view): What actions should be taken to achieve
the sustainable Austin of the future?

Workshops involving citizens with special technical cxper.
tise or interest in particular subjects will be conducted to
develop action-oriented recommendations for different
clements of the Comprehensive Plan. Citv staff and the
consultant team will work with the Citizens Advisory Task
Force and Planning Commission to incorporate these
recommendations into a complete Draft Comprehensive
Plan, including the Vision Statement, Plan Framework, Plan
Elements, and Implementation. When the draft plan is
completed, Community Forum Series #4—which like the
previous series will include meetings and complemen-
tary venues for input—will provide an engaging way for
participants to review the plan, with a focus on identifying
priorities for implementation.

Primary products
1. Draft Comprehensive Plan

2. Community Forum Series #4 Results

[

Final Draft Comprehensive Plan for Adoption



CHAPTER G

TRANSPARENCY AND DOCUMENTATION

CHAPTER HIGHLIGHTS
Formal Docantents
Working Docurments

Marterials for Maecha
and Public Qutreach/
Participation

Project Journal

Formal Documents

Documents made avarlable for pubtic review inciude
the Public Participation Plan, minutes from meetings
(ie, Comprehensive Plan Citizens Advisory lask Force),
summary reports from all of the Comnwmity Forum
series, survey results, transcripts and a summary of web
chats onfine, and written comments. Formal documents
will be written in plain Cnglish, with as little jargon and
as few acronyms as possible. When technical terms and
acronyms are used, they should be clearly defined and
used consistently across formal documents.

Working Documents

These documents are intended as stepping stones

toward the formal documents. Working documents are
more likely to include unexplained jargon or acronymes,
even while they attempt to develop the plain language
that will be used in formal documents. Because of Lheir

nalute, they are more likely 10 be difficull for lay persons,

other than dedicated participants, to navigate,

In order to establish and maintain the public’s trust during this collabora-

tive planning process, City staff and consuttants will keep accurate records as
the project unfolds, The resulting transparency will serve as a living contract
between the City of Austin and its constituents and will provide an historical
timeline for the project. Following is a list of items important to maintaining a
transparent record of the planning process. It will continue to grow and evolve
throughout the lifecycle of the project.

Materials for Media and
Public Qutreach/Participation

Materials used for media and public outreach will also
be available to the public. These include news releases,
media kits, other promotional print maierials, and the
PowerPoint presentation used in community forums
and Meettings-in-a-Box.

Project Journal

One of the challenges of a large process like this one is
that participants will drift in and out aver time, and even
citrizens who are involved throughout can easily lose
their bearings as new lopics arise. As the process begins,
a"Project Journal”will be developed, with two goals.
First, it should give a sense of how the process moves
back and {orth between public input and planning team
synthesis of that input, 10 ensure a transparent process.
Second, it should give a sense of the public spirit at each
stepin the process, so as Lo respect the input given at
cach step. The fournal should tell the story of the cre-
ation of the Comprehensive Plan.




CHAPTER 7

MONITORING AND FEEDBACK

Built into the public participation planning progess
are a vanely of mechanisms to maorilon the efflicacy of
oulreach and participation tools. Feedback from these
mechanisms can be used to alter methods as neces-
sary Lo bridge gaps, ensure meaningful input, and
maximize reach and diversily. The modular design of
the Participation Plan allows for the flexibility 1o adapt
tc feedback and refine methods 1o ehcit more salient
results. Monitoring and feedback mec¢hanisms include:

Feedback from the Comprehensive Plan Citizen
Advisory Task Force

Feedback from pariners
Evaluation forms collected at all public events
Media coverage

[eam self-evaluation
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Appendix A

City Charter Requirements

Comprehensive Plan Building Blocks and Elements

Austin’s City Charter requires that the Comprehensive Plan include the City Council's policies for growth,
development, and beautification of fand within the corporate limits and the extraterritorial jurisdiction of the city,
or for geographic portions thereof including neighborhood, community, or area-wide plans. According to the
Charter, the comprehensive plan shalt include the following elements:

1)
2)
3)
4)
5)
6)
7)

8)
9)
10}

Future Land Use;

Traffic Circulation and Mass Transit;

Wastewater, Solid Waste, Drainage, and Potable Water;

Conservation and Environmental Resources;

Recreation and Open Space;

Housing;

Public Services and Facilities, which shall include but not be limited to a capital improvement
program;

Public Buildings and Related Facilities;

Economic element for commercial and industrial development and redevelopment; and
Health and Human Services.

The Austin City Council endorsed the inclusion of new elements not required by the Charter but established
through the public input process:

* Historic and Cultural Preservation
*  Children, Families, and Education
¢ Arts, Culture, and Creativity

*  Urban Design

These elements have been grouped into the “Building Blocks” of the Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan. The
plan’s seven building blocks are:

¢ land Use and Transportation

®*  Housing and Neighborhoods

¢  Economy

¢ (Conservation and Environmental Resources

s City Facilities and Services

*  Society

¢ Creativity



Qutreach and education Stakeholder interviews
Throughout its two years, Imagine Austin used a
number of different venues for spreading the word
and engaging the public: coverage by local media,
advertising, booths and tables as public events, Hill Country Conservancy
speaking engagements, and direct outreach by email, Immigrant Services Network
social media, and utility bills. Businesses, community Leadership Austin

groups, churches, and neighborhood associations
were also directly engaged and encouraged to
spread the word to their members and employees.

Downtown Austin Alliance

Del Vaile Independent School District

Lower Colorado River Authority
Meals on Wheels and More

. . . . R il i
Through this process, Imagine Austin built a contact eal Estate Council of Austin

list of thousands of individuals and hundreds of or-
ganizations. Neighborhood and community listservs ~ Texas Nature Conservancy
amplified these messaging, spreading the word Travis County Health and Human Services

St David's Community Health Foundation

about Imagine Austin to many more stakeholders. Austin Urban Coalition
UT Sustainability Center
Annual Austin Economic Forecast Event
Asian American Cuitural Center
Austin Board of Realtors
Austin Chamber of Commerce
Austin City Council & Planning Commission
Austin Community College
Austin Convention and Visitor's Bureau
Austin Independent Business Alliance
Austin Independent School District
Austin Neighborhood Council
Capital Area Council of Governments
Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization
Capital Metro Transportation Authority (CapMetro)

Concordia University



Boards & Commissions

Two visits at key points

Repeat contact .
to 19 City Boards &

Email: 2,535 Commisstons
Facebook: 2,193 All City Boards & Com-
Twitter: 1,060 missions were also noti-

fied by email of each
major round of public

Austinites were also able
to subscribe to the

Imagine Austin blog; the input
Community Registry was
also use throughout the
process.
Engaging today's stu-

Public meetings dents for tomorrow's

Participation Workshop Austin

Community Forum Series #1 As opportunities arose

s 6 meetings plus the Kick-Off Open House throughout the process,

Community Forum Series #2 staff engaged AISD
teachers and students in
different phases of the
process, as well as stu-

» 4 public meetings, plus 8 follow-on meetings

Community Forum Series #3

* 9 public meetings dents at the University
Working Groups of Texas and Huston-
» 22 public meetings Tillotson.

Community Forum Series #4
e 2 public meetings
Neighborhoods engagement

» 5 meetings throughout the process related to
Neighborhood Plans or Contact Teams

Business engagement

e XX briefings for Community Forum Series #4




City Council & Planning Commission

City Council and Planning Commission oversaw key
milestones throughout the process:

» Selecting a consultant

e Scope and budget

¢ Participation Plan, schedule, and Task Force
e Vision

e Plan Framework & Preferred Scenario

e Bon Eiection Advisory Task Force
to be guided by Imagine Austin Vision

In addition to these major milestones, three bodies
routinely oversaw the process:

e Citizens Advisory Task Force

« Comprehensive Plan Committee of Planning
Commission

* Comprehensive Planning & Transportation Sub-
committee of City Council

Lectures and discussions
Six Imagine Austin panel discussions hosted by the
Citizens Advisory Task Force.

Other community also hosted planning discussions
throughout the two-year process:

e University of Texas City Forums series and Center
for Sustainable Development

s Livabie City

e Congress for the New Urbanism

e American Institute of Architects

» HousingWorks

e Envision Central Texas

¢« League of Bicycling Voters

*  What is Austin? Open House and Futures Fair
s Leadership Austin

e City of Austin Affordable Housing Forums

» Urban Land Institute

Notification

The first step in involving
the public is making them
aware of the process.

City utility bills in-
cluded Imagine Aus-
tin materials 4 times,
touching XXX,000
customers

Speakers Bureaus
presented to XX
gatherings, reaching
an estimated XX00
people

Direct contact to 751
churches, neighbor-
hood associations,
professional organi-
zations, and commu-
nity associations,
which had a reach of
many thousand
Austinites.

240,000 surveys,
newsletters, and
flyer distributed
Community events,
where staff and vol-
unteers engaged
passersby: farmers
markets, football
games, public meet-
ings and forums,
school events, fairs,
and festivals

Paid advertisements:

+ Radio

* Teievision

e Print

¢ Online

» Taxicabs

s Street banners

Media coverage

The following media

outlets covered the

imagine Austin process:

Austin American-
Statesman

Austin Chronicle
Community Impact
ahorasi

Fox 7

KXAN

Daily Texan

KUT

KOOP

Austinist
CultureMap
Republic of Texas
Austin Post

KVUE

KLBJ 590

Oak Hill Gazette
inFact Daily
Metropolis Magazine
Latina Lista
Hispanic Today
“Live”

YNN

LaVoz

Telefuturo

KVET

KEYE

Univision

Do512

El Mundo de Mando
The Austin Grid
The Thread Austin

Pubiic Service An-
nouncements carried by
Time Warner & Grande.



Appendix C

Glossary

accessibility - The ability of people (including the elderly, disabled, those with young children,
and those encumbered with luggage or shopping) to move around an area and reach destinations
and facilities,.

accessory dwelling unit — These are residential buildings located on single-family lots; are
smaller than the primary house; and are generally located toward the rear of the lot. Also know
as garage apartments, mother-in-law apartments, or granny flats.

Action - Recommendations to implement Imagine Austin policies.

activity center — Areas identified on the Growth Concept Map where an increased concentration
of people, jobs, businesses, and services will be located. There are three types of activity
centers—regional, town, and neighborhood.

activity corridor — Similar to an activity center, it is an area identified on the Growth Concept
Map where an increased density of people, jobs, businesses, and services will be located:.
However, due to it linear nature the people, jobs, and services will be located along the length of
the corridor. A corridor's character will depend on factors such as road width, traffic volume, the
size and configuration of lots, and existing uses. Along different segments of these corridors,
there may be multi-story mixed-use buildings, apartment buildings, shops, public uses, offices, as
well as townhouses, rowhouses, duplexes, and single-family houses. For more detailed
information on activity corridors, see p. XXX of the plan.

adaptive reuse — Modifying existing structures for uses other than what they were originaliy
intended.

afiordable housing - Dwelling units for sale or rent that are deemed affordable for lower or
middle income households. tis also housing that does not create an economic burden for a
household and allows residents to meet other basic needs on a sustainable basis.

alternative energy - Energy derived from sources that do not use up natural resources or harm
the environment.

alternative transportation - Means of travei other than private cars and includes walking,
bicycling. rolierblading, carpooling and transit.

annexation (full purpose) - The process by which cities extend full municipal services, full voting
privileges, and full regulatory and taxing authority to new territory,

annexation (limited purpose) - Extends the City's ordinances and reguiations, including building
and zoning codes, and allows residents to vote in City Council and Charter elections but not bond
referenda. The City coilects no property taxes in limited purpose areas and is not reguired to
provide fuil municipal services. In some limited purpose areas, a municipality will provide health
and safety inspection and enforcement services. Services such as public safety, road
maintenance, and parks are provided by other agencies such as the county.

aquifer — A geoiogic formation that stores, transmits, and yields significant guantities of water into
wells and springs.

aquifer contributing zone — The area where runoff from precipitation fiows to the recharge zone



of an aquifer. Streams in the contributing zone flow downstream into the recharge zone and
"contribute” water to the aquifer.

aquifer recharge zone — The area or feature where water flows directly into an aquifer.

arterial — High-capacity road or thoroughfare with the primary function of delivering traffic from
collector roads to freeways, and between activity centers.

Austin-Round Rock Metropolitan Statistic Area (MSA) - Bastrop, Caldwell, Hays, Travis, and
Williamson Counties.

biodiversity — The degree of variation of life (plants and animals of different species) within a
given area.

blueway - A water path or trail that contains launch points for canoes, kayaks, rafts, or tubes:
provides camping locations; and points of interest. They are typically developed by state, county
or local municipalities to encourage family recreation, ecological education and preservation of
wildlife resources.

brownfield - Abandoned, idled, or under-utilized industriat and commercial facilities where
expansion or redevelopment is complicated by environmentat contamination.

Building Block — A set policies to implement Imagine Austin covering a range of subject areas.

built environment - The urban environment consisting of buildings, roads, fixtures, parks, and all
other improvements that form the physical character of a city.

bus rapid transit (BRT) - A type of bus transit that provides faster, more efficient service than an
ordinary bus line. This higher level of services is achieved by making improvements to existing
infrastructure, vehicles, and scheduling. The goal of these systems is to approach the service
levels of rail transit at lower costs and the flexibility of bus transit.

car share - A model of car rental where people rent cars for short periods of time, often by the
hour. They are attractive to customers who make only occasionat use of a vehicle, as well as
others who would like occasional access to a vehicle of a different type than they use day-to-day.

Capital Improvement Program (CIP) - A community's plan for financing large-scale
improvements—such as repairing or building roads, water and sewer mains.

character - The image and perception of a community as defined by its peopie, history, built
environment, and natural features.

child-friendly — Those policies, amenities, and practices that support children at every stage of
their development.

clean energy - The provision of energy that meets the needs of the present without
compromising the ability of future generations to meet their needs. Clean energy sources include
hydroelectricity, solar energy, wind energy, wave power, geothermal energy, and tidal power.
commercial — A land use designation characterized by activities associated with commerce.

community garden - Single piece of land gardened collectively by a group of people.

commuter rail — Trains that operate on railroad tracks and carry riders to and from work in a
region, typically used to travel from suburbs to central cities.



compact community — |n Imagine Austin the goal of this type of community is to promote
healthier lifestyles by locating services, retail, jobs, housing, entertainment, schools, and parks
and open space within a convenient, short walk, bicycle, transit, or car trip. It is also a built
environment where public facilities, infrastructure, and services can be more efficiently provided
due to its compact nature.

complete community - Areas that provide amenities, transportation, services, and opportunities
that fulfill all residents material, social, and economic needs. For more detailed information on
complete communities, see p. XXX of the plan.

Complete streets - Roadways designed and operated to enable safe, attractive, and comfortable
access and travel for aff users, including pedestrians, bicyclists, motorists and public transport
users of all ages and abilities.

comprehensive plan — A document or series of documents for guiding the future development of
a City or county and is based upon the stated long-term goals and objectives of that community.

It provides guidance for making land use decisions, preparation for implementing ordinances,
preparations for capital investments, and the location for future growth.

connected - Having the parts or elements of an area {city, county, subdivision, etc.) logicaily
linked together by roads, transit, trails and paths, sidewalks, and bicycle routes and lanes.

conservation - The management of natural resources to prevent waste, depletion, destruction, or
neglect.

core principle for action ~ The six underlying principles to realize the future posited by Imagine
Austin. For more detailed information on core principles for action, see the p. XXX of the plan.

corridor — The area that includes an arterial or major roadway, the right-of-way such as a
sidewalk, and the adjacent property.

corridor plan - A small area plan that addresses the area along and adjacent to a roadway that
addresses land use, urban design, infrastructure, transportation, and, on occasion, the economic
development issues associated with a corridor.

cost burdened - Those paying more than 30 percent of their income for housing are considered
cost burdened and may have difficulty affording necessities such as food, clothing, transportation,
utilities, and medical care.

creative community — People engaged in artistic and knowledge-based pursuits and those
contributing to the creative economy.

creative economy - A range of economic activities which focus on the generation of knowledge
and information and includes the fields of advertising, architecture, design, fashion, the visual
arts, software and computer game development, electronic publishing, music and the performing
arts, publishing, and television and radio.

cultural heritage - The legacy inherited from previous generations which peopie want to
preserve in order to maintain a sense of history, community, and personal identity.

demographics — The measurement and study over time of a population and its subgroups.

density — The number of families, persons, or housing units per unit of land.



developed parkland buffers - The pedestrian shed surrounding urban parks, defined by a Vs
mile radius within the urban core and a 2 mile radius outside the urban core.

diversity — The character of a community where people of different ethnic groups, religions,
ages, political beliefs, families, sexual orientations, and socio-economic status live and work
along side each other.

ethnicity - Of or relating to large groups of people classed according to common racial, national,
tribal, religious, linguistic, or cultural origins or backgrounds.

extraterritorial jurisdiction (ETJ) - The unincorporated land located within a given distance
(dependant upon its population) of a city’s municipal boundaries that is not within the city limits or
the extraterritorial jurisdiction of another city and is the territory where a city is authorized to
annex land.

family - Two or more people residing together who are related by birth, marriage, or adoption.

family-friendly - Considered welcoming to all kinds of families and includes housing and
neighborhoods designed to meet family needs (safe, accessible, child friendly, adequate lighting,
safe crosswalks, road maintenance, sidewalks, etc.).

future land use map (FLUM) - A land use plan that serves as a blueprint for future development.
floodplain - An area that is subject to natural flooding from an adjoining waterway.

gentrification - The process of neighborhood change that results in the replacement of lower
income residents with higher income ones.

green building - Refers to a structure and the process that is environmentally responsible and
resource-efficient.

green infrastructure - Strategically planned and managed networks of natural lands, parks,
working landscapes, other open spaces that conserve ecosystems and functions, and provide
associated benefits to human populations.

greenfield development — New development on previously undeveloped land.

greenhouse gas - Any of the atmospheric gases that contribute to the greenhouse effect by
absorbing infrared radiation produced by solar warming of the Earth’s surface. They include
carbon dioxide (CO;), methane (CH,), nitrous oxide (NO,), and water vapor.

greenspace - Wooded and grassy areas that provide sites for recreation and enjoyment of
nature, often located in the midst of urban areas that are otherwise occupied by buildings and
paved areas; or any natural area, landscaped area, yard, garden or park accessible to the public.

greenway - A corridor of undeveloped land preserved for recreational use or environmental
protection.

greywater - Wastewater generated from domestic activities such as laundry, dishwashing, and
bathing, which can be recycled on-site for uses such as landscape irrigation and constructed
wetlands. Greywater differs from water from the toilets which is designated as sewage or
blackwater to indicate it contains human waste.

gross domestic product (GDP) - Refers to the market value of all goods and services produced
within a given geography in a given period.



Growth Concept Map - Appilies the Vision Statement to the city's physical development pattern.
Generated through a public scenario building process, defines how we plan to accommodate new
residents, jobs, mixed-use areas, open space, and transportation infrastructure in the next 30
years. For more detailed information on the growth concept map, see p. XXX of the plan and p.
XXX, for the Growth Concept Map X.X.

heritage tree - In Austin, this refers a tree that has a diameter of 24 inches or more, when
measured four and one-half feet above natural grade, and is listed as one of the following
species: Texas Ash, Bald Cypress, American Elm, Cedar Eim, Texas Madrone, Bigtooth Maple,
all Oaks, Pecan, Arizona Walnut, and Eastern Black Walnut. All these trees listed above, and that
are 24 inches or more, as measured four and one-half feet above natural grade, need a permit to
be removed.

high capacity bus — See bus rapid transit.

high capacity transit — A form of transit that has a greater level service and capacity than typical
local bus service. it can be rail {regional, commuter and urban rail) or bus rapid transit. High-
capacity transit has one or both of the following characteristics—dedicated lanes/right-of-way for
at least a portion of its route and the ability to change traffic signals to facilitate faster travel times.
household - Consists of all the people who occupy a housing unit.

housing affordability ~ The ability of a household to afford its housing and associated costs,
including rent or mortgage, transportation, and utilities.

hydrology — The movement, distribution, and quality of water.

impact tee - Charge imposed on land developers to cover the cost of infrastructure and related
services that will have to be provided by the local government.

impervious cover ~ Surfaces or structures that prevents rainwater from soaking into the ground
and includes roads, sidewalks, driveways, parking lots, swimming pools, and buildings.

indicators — Established measures 1o track change over time.

industrial - Anything refated to the business of manufacturing products; excludes utility,
transportation, and financial companies.

infill development - Development of vacant or underutilized land within areas that are already
largely developed.

infrastructure - Facilities and services needed to sustain industry, residential, commercial, and
all other iand-use activities and include water, sewer lines, and other utilities, streets and roads,
communications, transmission lines, and public facilities such as fire stations, parks, schools, efc.

job centers — Areas indicated on the Growth Concept Map that can accommodate those
businesses not weil-suited for residential or environmentaily-sensitive areas. For more detailed
information on job centers, see the p. XXX of the plan.

land banking - The practice of acquiring land and holding it for future use.

land development code ~ Set of regulations that govern how land is developed and include
zoning regulations, criteria manuals, and subdivision regulations.

fand use - The type of activity or development that occupies a parcel of land. Common land uses
include residential, retail, industrial, recreation, and institutional.



tivability - Refers to the suitability of a place (town, city, or neighborhood) to support a high
quality of life that contributes to the health and happiness of its residents.

live/work space - Buildings or spaces within buildings that are used jointly for commercial and
residential purposes where the residential use of the space is secondary or accessory to the
primary use as a place of work.

local business - Locally-owned independent business, nonprofit, or farm.
local economy - The system of production, distribution and consumption of a community.

master plan - A plan giving comprehensive guidance or instruction. In the context of local
government it can relate to services such as solid waste disposal and recycling; elements of
infrastructure such as the roadway and bicycle networks; or guidance for the preservation or
development of a given geographic area.

metropolitan statistical area (MSA) - A geographic entity defined by the U.S. Office of
Management and Budget for use by Federal statistical agencies in collecting, tabulating, and
publishing Federal statistics.

mixed-use - The use of a building, set of buildings, or areas for more than one type of land use
such as a mix of commercial, civic, office, and residential uses.

multicultural - Of, relating to, reflecting, or adapted to diverse cultures.
multigenerational - Of or relating to several generations.
multilingual - the ability to speak more than one language.

muiti-modal - Term appiied to the movement of passengers and cargo by more than one method
of transport.

neighborhood - A district or area with distinctive people and characteristics.

neighborhood center - The smallest and least intense of the three types of activity centers
outlined in the Growth Concept Map. Of the three, these will have a more local focus.
Businesses and services—doctors and dentists, shops, branch libraries, dry cleaners, hair
salons, coffee shops, restaurants, and other smalt and local businesses—will generally serve the
center and surrounding neighborhoods. For more detailed information on neighborhood centers,
see p. XXX of the plan.

neighborhood planning — As a function of the City of Austin it is a process that
* Creates a plan that represents the views of ail the stakeholders that make a up a
community
Identifies neighborhood strengths and assets
identifies neighborhood needs and concerns
Establishes goais and objectives for improving the neighborhood
Proposes specific recommendations to reach those goals
Guides future development and policy/financial decisions by elected and appointed
officials.
For more detailed information on neighborhood plans, see p. XXX of the pian.

open space — A parcel of iand in a predominantly open and undeveloped condition that is
suitable for natural areas; wildlife and native plant habitat, wetlands or watershed lands; stream
corridors; passive, low-impact activities; no land disturbance; and/or trails for non-motorized



activities.

park - An area of land set aside for public use, as
* Apiece of land with few or no buildings within or adjoining a town, maintained for
recreational and ornamental purposes
* Alandscaped city square
* Alarge tract of rural land kept in its natural state and usually reserved for the enjoyment
and recreation of visitors.

pedestrian friendly — A built environment that is safe and pleasant for foot traffic because of
design features that increase comfort and accessibility such as visually interesting buildings,
quality sidewalks, crosswalks, and landscaping.

neopie with disabilities - Any person who has a physical or mental impairment that substantially
limits one or more major lite activities; has a record of such impairment; or is regarded as having
such an impairment,

placemaking -The process of creating squares, plazas, parks, streets and waterfronts that wili
attract people because these place are pleasurable or interesting.

plan - A detailed proposal for achieving something or solving problems.

plan framework - A set of *topical” building blocks (land use and transportation, housing and
neighborhoods, economy, etc.) that identify strategic directions for action to achieve the Imagine
Austin Vision.

planning - The process of setting development goals and policy, gathering and evaluating
information, and developing alternatives for future actions based on the evaluation of the
information.

planning area - The geographic area covered by Imagine Austin it is the city limits and
extraterritorial jurisdiction combined. See map X.X on p. XXX.

Policy - A specific statement that guides decisions on a wide array of topics and are the
foundation for actions, programs, goals or objectives. Imagine Austin's Polices (listed in the
Building Blocks section in Chapter 4) work in tandem with the Growth Concept Map to guide long-
term department strategies to achieve the Vision and should be incorporated into departmental
master plans and budgeting.

potential woodlands — Areas that have the potential to contain priority or other significant
woodlands.

preservation - Restoration or protection from deterioration of features having environmental,
cultural, historic, or other resource value,

preserve — An area of land set aside and protected from development.

Priority Programs - A systematic organization of Imagine Austin’s key Policies and actions into
related groups to faciiitate the plan’s implementation. For more detailed information on Priority
Programs, see p. XXX of the plan.

public health - Science and art of preventing disease, prolonging life and promoting health
through the organized efforts and informed choices of society, organizations, public and private,
communities and individuals.



quality of life - The attributes or amenities that combine to make an area a good place to live
and include the availability of political, educational. and social support systems; entertainment
and cuitural opportunities; good relations among constituent groups; a healthy physical
environment; and economic opportunities for both individuals ‘and businesses.

race/ethnicity - Of or relating to large groups of people classed according to common racial,
national, tribal, religious, linguistic, or cultural origins or backgrounds.

reclaimed water - The restoration of wastewater to a state that will allow its beneficial reuse.
redevelopment — Development on a previously developed sites.

region - The area surrounding Austin, including neighboring municipalities and counties.
Typically refers to the Austin-Round Rock Metropolitan Statistical Area, but may also be Central
Texas or the Texas Triangle.

regional center - The most urban of the three activity centers outlined in the Growth Concept
Map. These centers are and will be the retail, cultural, recreational, and entertainment
destinations for Central Texas. These are the places where the greatest density of people and
jobs and the tallest buildings in the region will be located. The densities, buildings heights, and
overall character of a center will vary depending on location. For more detailed information on
regional centers, see the discussion on p. XXX of the plan.

regional planning - The practice of coordinated, efficient land use activities, investments, and
infrastructure for the sustainable growth of a region. It is a method to address issues that cross
jurisdictional boundaries such as those related to the environment and economy.

regional rail — Rail service that connects different cities and regions, typically using existing
railroad lines; typically used to travel longer distances between large cities.

residential - An area or structure dedicated to where people live or reside. Types of residential
housing may include single family houses, duplexes, triplexes, four-plexes, townhouses,
condominiums, apartment buildings and mobile homes.

riparian zone - Ecosystems located along the banks of rivers, streams, creeks, or any other
water networks and serves as an interface between the stream and the land..

small area plan - A plan focusing on a sub-area within a municipality in a detailed way
addressing its unique needs and include neighborhood, corridor, and station area plans. For
more detailed information on small area plans, see p. XXX of the plan.

small business - A business that is privately owned and operated, with a small number of
employees, has a relatively low volume of sales, and is not dominant in its field on a national
basis. Small business size standards vary widely, and may be determined by revenue or number
of employees, depending on industry.

SMART Housing - An initiative of the City of Austin promoting sustainable and equitable housing
development for low to moderate-income households. SMART stands for:

* Safe

¢  Mixed-income

e Accessible

* Reasonably-Priced

* Transit-Oriented Development.



social equity - The goal of all people within a specific society or group having the same status in
a certain respect and includes equal rights under the law, such as security, voting rights, freedom
of speech, and assembly, the extent of property rights, and equal access to social goods and
services.

sprawl — A pattern of land use, transportation and economic development used to describe areas
characterized by separated land uses, low-density development, car-centric road networks, and a
lack of transit options.

stakeholder - A person, group, organization, or system who affects or can be affected by an
organization’s process and resulting actions.

station area plan - A small area plan that address areas around an existing or proposed high-
capacity transit station. These plans address

Building scale

Public realm and open space

Public art

Bicycle, pedestrian, transit, and automobile movement.

streetscape - The visual elements of a street, including the road, the orientation, scale and
design adjoining buildings, street furniture, trees, and open spaces that combine to form the
street’s character.

sustainability — Is a broad-based concept that is founded upon three overarching goals

(1) prosperity and jobs; (2) conservation and the environment; and (3) community health, equity,
and cultural vitality. In relation to urban planning it is development is development that meets the
needs of the present without compromising the ability of future generations to meet their own
needs. :

sustainable development - Development that maintains or enhances economic opportunity and
community well-being while protecting and restoring the natural environment upon which people
and economies depend. Characteristics of sustainable communities include compact mixed-use
development, green building, transit-oriented development, pedestrian-friendly and bicycle-
friendly neighborhoods, common open space, and diversity in housing opportunities.

Texas triangle — One of eleven mega-regions in the United States. A mega-region consists of a
large network of metropolitan regions linked by environmental systems and geography,
infrastructure systems, economic linkages, settlement patterns, and shared culture and history.
The "triangle” describes the highway network (Interstate 45, Interstate 10, and Interstate 35)
contacting the major cities of the mega-region (Houston, San Antonio, Dallas, Austin and Fort
Worth). The Texas Triangle contains 5 of the 16 largest cities in the US, and is home to more
than 70% of all Texans.

town center — The middle-sized of the three activity centers outlined in the Growth Concept Map.
It is less urban than a regional center, but more dense than a neighborhood center. These
centers will have a variety of housing types and a range of employers with regional customer and
employee bases, and provide goods and services for the center as well as the surrounding areas.
These centers will also be important hubs in the transit system. For more detailed information on
town centers, see the discussion on p. XXX of the plan.

transit - a shared passenger transportation service which is available for use by the general
public and includes buses, commuter trains, high-speed rail, subways, streetcars, urban rail, and
ferries.

transit-oriented development (TOD) - A mixed-use residential or commercial area designed to

L



maximize access to public transport, increase economic activity, and often incorporates features
to encourage transit ridership. A TOD typically has a center with a transit station or stop (train
station, metro station, or bus stop), surrounded by relatively high-density development with
progressively lower-density development spreading outward from the center.

transfer of deveiopment rights (TDR) - The exchange of zoning entitlements from areas with
low population needs, such as farmland, to areas of high population needs, such as downtown
areas; these transfers allow for the preservation of open spaces and historic landmarks, while
allowing urban areas to expand and increase in density.

tree canopy -The iayer of leaves, branches and stems of trees that cover the ground when
viewed from above.

urban design - Concerns the arrangement, appearance and functionality of towns and cities, and
in particular the shaping and uses of urban public space.

urban forest — The tree canopy of a city.

urban rail — An electrified service that can operate in mixed traffic, in its own lane, or in separate
rights-of-way; typically used to trave! in urban locations and can be used to link transit systems.

urban trail - A multi-use public path that creates an active transportation corridor through a built
environment to provide mobility for active transportation and create greenways through
developed areas and provide expanded travel choices.

USDA Prime Farmland — A designation of the U.S. Department of Agriculture defined as land
most suitable for producing food, feed, forage, fiber and oilseed crops.

Vision Statement— An aspirational statement in Imagine Austin describing the type of place
Austin should be in 2039. The Vision Statement begins on p. XX of the plan.

walkable — Areas conducive to walking.

wastewater — Liquid waste discharged by domestic residences, commercial properties, industry,
and/or agriculture and can encompass a wide range of potential contaminants and
concentrations. Its most common usage refers to the municipai wastewater that contains a broad
spectrum of contaminants resulting from the mixing of wastewaters from different sources.

watershed - a large area of iand that drains water into a river, creek or into an aquifer (an
underground reservoir or iake). In Central Texas, water draining into an aquifer usually flows into
recharge features such as caves or fractures in the ground.

waterway - A body of water, such as a river, channel, or canal.

weird - Strikingly odd or unusual; Austin.

workforce development - A wide range of policies and programs related to education and
training for acquiring skilts needed to enter, or re-enter, the iabor force.

working group — Group of volunteers who convened regularly to formuiate actions for each
Building Block; groups were open to the public and drew a great deal of expertise in each topic
area.

zero waste — An approach to waste management where all discarded materials are designed to
become resources for others to use and designing and managing products and processes to
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systematically avoid and eliminate the volume and toxicity of waste and materials, conserve and
recover all resources, and not burn or bury them,

zoning ~ The process by which a local government legally controls the use of property and
physical configuration of development upon tracts within its jurisdiction. In Texas, only
municipalities have been granted the authority to implement zoning by the Legislature. The
Austin City Charter mandates that zoning regulations be in alignment with the comprehensive
plan.

k)



Factors used in identifying centers

Centers are marked with circles to designate the general area for the center to be
located. Where there is an adopted plan with a Future Land Use Map or
equivalent, the shape for the center is drawn to approximate the features from
that plan that correspond to the center.

Existing City plans Areas with existing srmall-area plans intended to promote
denser, mixed use development, such as Downtown, East
Riverside corridor, station-area plans, and North

) Burnet/Gatewav.
CAMPO centers Centers identified in the Capital Area Metropolitan
Planning Organization’s 2035 plan {Map XX: Centers
Concept).
High capacity transit service High-frequency or high-capacity transit service, such as

multiple tocal or express bus routes, bus rapid transit, or
urban or commuter rail.

Access to major roads Either fimited access roads {such as |-35 or SH 130} or at
the intersection of major artenals {such as
Land availability Areas with vacant fand or land identified for

redevelopment by neighborhood plans (generally, but not
exctusively, by calling for one of the mixed use future land

use categories).
Existing development agreements Areas already in the process of being developed at the

scale of an activity center.
Proximity to incompatibie land uses Proximity to existing land uses incompatible with

(job centers only} residentiat or mixed use development, such as landfills or
existing industrial development.
Other In addition to these general factors, other factors were also

occasionally considered. Examples of other factors include
lack of other Growth Concept Map features {Southside
regional center, Pleasant Valley corridor through Dove
Springs, or 71/Ross neighborhood center in Del Valle) or
discouraging future residential development near the
Decker Power Station.

Factors used in identifying corridors
Corridors are marked with a yellow line identifying the length of the corridor.

Connecting the city Routes that connected multiple activity or job centers or
major transportation features.

Core Transit Corridors and Future Core Routes identified by the City's Commercial Design

Transit Corridors Standards, which require wider sidewalks and street trees.

Strategic Mobikity Pian Corridor studies included in the Strategic Mobility Plan.



Land availability Areas with vacant land or land identified for
redevelopment by neighborhood plans (generally, but not

exciusively, by calling for one of the mixed use future land
use cateaories).



Appendix E
Framework for Decision-Making

As potential capital improvem'em projccls, budget priorities. bond packages, programs, regulctory
chonges. intliatives, plons, and even zoning cases are considered, it is important for the City of Austir 1o
have a clear and objective framework for decision-making. The foliowing checklist & intended to be
used to extend and refine the Imagine Austin vision, making it easier to use tor depaitrental decision-
making. The checklist can also be used by other organizations seeking funding o guide the
development of their projects and programs to increase the likelihood of tunding. As pari of the
comprehersive plan's annual review, changes may be made 1o the checklist as conditions and priofities
change.

« The proposal adds to or enhances ihe City ot Austin's green infrastructure system.

* The proposal reduces water or energy demands, uses or generates dlternative energy. or provides
alternative transportotion options.

« The proposal compact and walkable ploces, use of public transil, injill development,
or reuse of previously developed sites.

= The proposal creates jobs or serves o need in an indusiry that is not currentiy
represented in its neighborhood or in the city at large.

= The proposal develops new technologies or mokes technology more widely ovoilable,

* The proposal provides job training or skills development.

= The proposal is designed to increase the perception of safety.
*+ The proposal includes offordabie housing.

* The proposal is within a half mile of a neighborhood anchor, such as a school, library, frain station,
community center, park, or recreation center,

*  The proposal is within a half mile ot retail or services and connected by sidewalks and/or bicycle
lanes.

* The proposai achieves the highest standard of design.

* The proposal preserves cultural resources.



*  The proposafincreases transportation options.
= The proposal provides connections to multiple modes ot transportation.

* The proposal provides connections to community/recreation ceniers.

= The proposal provides educational opportunifies,
* The proposalis supported by a parinership with a neighborhood school.

* The proposatis supported by a partnership with a college or university.

*+ The proposai involves events or creaies areas that cater to residents and visitors.

*  The proposal provides arts or cuttural activilies supporied by the community.

* The proposalincreases access to park, library, public salety, or health and human services facilities.
+ The proposalincreases the varety of housing types availabie in its neighborhood.
* The proposal provides an opporiunity engage grassroots stakeholders and community members.

* The proposal has a champion and is sponsored by a Cily agency.

Additional Criteria

* The proposal coincides with or enhances already funded proposals.
+ The proposal reduces life cycle costs or facility mainlenance and management.
* The applicant has sife control, or commitments for control have been made.

* The proposalis attractive to other funders or has a credible, long-term funding plan to finance
improvements.

* Aredlistic timeframe has been identified, and all significant obstacies to achieving that imeframe
have been addressed.

+ The proposal is highly visible or presents a unique sef of opportunities.

* The proposalis planned to stimulate increased tourism or to enhance the tourisi
experience.






Appendix F

Related Regional Planning Initiatives

There are multiple regional planning efforts that informed development of imagine Austin and will be

implemented in parallel. These efforts require coordination between the City of Austin, neighboring municipalities,
the Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization (CAMPQ), the Capital Area Council of Governments {CAPCOG),
businesses, and organizations going forward.

Capital Area Metropolitan Planning Organization 2035 Regional Transportation Plan. This plan seeks to
develop a regional transportation system that improves economic opportunity, quality of life, and environmental
stewardship. The 203S Regional Transportation Plan builds on the vision set by Envision Central Texas to direct
new growth to compact activity centers for jobs, housing, and services, connected by both roads and transit. This
integrated land-use/transportation approach represents a significant shift for the 5-County Central Texas region.
This plan is a critical tool as the region works to ensure transportation investments are effectively coordinated and
efficiently implemented.

Austin Strategic Mobility Plan. This planning effort focuses on short and long-term transportation needs and
new and improved alternatives to driving alone. The Austin Strategic Mobility Plan includes maobility corridor
studies to identify ways to improve safety, increase mobility and accessibly for drivers, pedestrians, bicyclists, and
transit users, and create better regional connections. The corridor planning studies include selected mixed-use
corridors illustrated on the Growth Concept Map {Figure 4.4). The Strategic Mobility Plan also established a new
prioritization project for Austin’s mobility investments that scores how well projects meet community objectives,
such as mobility choices and environmental stewardship, to evaluate all transportation spending.

Sustainable Places Project. The Capital Area Council of Governments, working with a consortium of regional
and local stakeholders, was awarded a federal Sustainable Communities Planning Grant to plan future
development at activity centers (identified in the 2035 Regional Transportation Plan) throughout the region. The
project uses an innovative model for planning future development that integrates economic development
opportunities and housing choices with mobility. The Sustainable Places project provides technical assistance at
selected activity centers to support communities in understanding the fiscal and economic impact of different
development approaches. Results of the demonstration site projects help to inform Imagine Austin’s
implementation.

Capital Area Council of Governments Greenprint for Growth. The Texas Greenprint for Growth is a tool that
combines community stakeholder input about conservation goals and priorities with Geographic Information
Systems mapping and modeling technology to produce graphic illustrations highlighting opportunity areas for
conservation that meet multiple goals. Working with individual counties, the Capital Area Council of Governments
has completed conservation priority reports for Central Texas, Travis County, Bastrop County, and Hays County.

Community Action Network Community Dashboard. The Community Action Network is a public-private
partnership to track and monitor key indicators measuring socioeconomic well-being in Austin and Travis County.
Yearly reports summarize how the region is performing, or where we stand on each indicator, and describe
ongoing initiatives to improve each of the indicators.

-
o

1{fags Imzagine Austin: Appendix, DRAFT 10.17.



Appendix G

Attached Plans

In Austin, neighborhood planning provides an opportunity for residents to get involved in the local planning
process. Since 1996, community members have used this planning process to address local issues and concerns.
The neighborhood planning process addresses land use, zoning, transportation, and urban design issues. The goal
is to bring diverse interests together to develop a shared neighborhood vision. The following adopted small area,
neighborhood plans, and station area plans are attached to and included in the Imagine Austin comprehensive

plan.

Smalf Area/Neighborhood Plans
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Station Area Plans

tamar/tustin Lnh. TOD
MLK JR. Bivd. TOD
Plaza Saltiilo TOD
Riverside

Waller Creek
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Pianning Commission comments

Submtrted through March 6, 2012

Dave Sullivan

(quesiioas underlined; everything else 15 commeir)

p 4 Paragraph srarting with "But other changes are negative.™ Savs 20 percent "tail o
giaduare from high school.” Larer on page 25 the statistic 1s 14%. Is this a "GED" vs

"araduare” differencer

p 20 Paragraph starting wirh "During the 1980s.." Imporant cavironmental initatives n the
1990s & 20100s were closing, the 1East Ausin Tiunk Farm and deciding to close the Holly
Power Plant, which should be mentioned in terms of timproving the urban environment.

P 29 "Austin has a growing population of prople withour homes.” Are there statistics (o
support this? Yes, housing has become more expensive, but only one vear ot dara for a
homeless count is provided (p 25, 2,357 in the 2011 Potnt in Time count) B makes sease

that we have a growing homeless population, as 1 expect out-of-work Tolks 1o have moved

here during the Grear Recession.

P30 Folks who crunch numbers mav be contfused thar the numbers in ditfereny places do
oot agree. Lising the 2000 population of 790,390 an arca of 307.8 sq mi. gives a different
deasitg (pop/mi2) than in the rable comparing densities amony citics. Just 3™ different.

Whie? Poinrin gime? Wich & without warer bodies?

p 33 Text sins 38%0 tand undeveloped, able savs 54%.

p 40 "vehucle” should be "mortor vehicle” in a few places. Bikes are also vehicles.

p 40 "The average houschold in the Auastin region spends just under one-quarrer of 1is
come on rransportation...”

p 49 & 60 - for Libraries (3.6 mithon, 700,000) and PARL (650,000), | belicve the numbers
quored are tor pumber of visits per year, not number of ditferent people.

feliral

p 50 PARD spending, graph ~87) Vs text $200 O&N per capim. Ls the $70) capital + O&M?

p 54, under Society and Health, | do nor understand the starement that "fewer quality
schools” contribute to the disparin vf houscholds with children in the inner ciry. Quite the
contrary - the inner citv schools help ro preveny families from moving out! 1 served on the
AISD Facility Master Plan Task Force, and we heard a ton of complaints from parents when
we proposed consohdating a few under-enrolied or low native population schools together.

p 55, under Education - can we say something about how many folks get "certifications” in

traming programs (as opposed to degreesy? My understanding 1s thar many emplovers are
looking tor Microsoft, Cisco, SAP, or other rech certificates, and the trades are looking for
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FINAC or aoher building or manutacwuring corutications. Commissioner Harfick] mav be a

vood rosource far this,

P 5439 There are several references to the teen pregnancy rate related 1o the demop o rae.
Do we have numbers to show how severe thus problem is?

p 65 The map of city Emits is shghtly different from p 21.

p 8 Fhaven'r finished going through the new Feb. Draft version, but it appears to be
missing the table from the Feb. 22 version, p 4-1 rhat lists the 10 ortginal charter clements
andt the 4 PC clements, T suggest voir enumerare these 14 clements. We are, atter ;111; proud
of having sugrested the four additional ones, and it will be helptul to relate the fuzzy
clemenrs not cvxplicitl)' mentioned in the Charrer ("neighborhdods,” "energy ™ "public
safery") ro named clements (H6 housing for neighborhaods and #7 public services and #8
public buildings for public saferv and encrgy). Also we should rnention "eapiral improvement
program” under Ciry Facilities and Services. Noie at the top of page 4-2 o) the Teb. 22
version there s an asterisk next to "Children, families, and education,” bt this was a PC
clement, noy charter.

Thanks.

p 4-13 Feonomic policies. | am graveful that some of my concerns about the arts have been
adchresscd. Hlowever, 1 believe ECO 5 needs to be recast. Sure, the arts draw roursts, and
that 15 good tor the cconomy. But the list of amenities in 12CO 3, including rock&roll, er, 1
mean, the arts, help to attracr tlented individuals and creative businesses, phas rhey keep
those creatves heee in Ausun. Perhaps OO 5 could be broken iiito rwo policies, of just

have two sent CNCes.

p 168 the plan should list "Lave Music Task Toree Report™ under relared cinv mitiatives,

Jeff Jack

Public Fngagement process

1. The parnicipation numbcers from rthe Fhispanic communiry are very low, What
accounts for this and what was done in the way of outreach to that community for their
input?

s What 15 the total number of community inputs (induddual comments, questions,
meering attenclees, erc.) that occurred during the planning process ? s there any accounting

ot the number of individuals that participated? 1f so how many were they and what % of the

population do they represent?

=

3. Did staff collect intormation on what part of rown, what zip codes, did those who
participated come from? If s pleasc list the degree of participation by zip code areas.

[l
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4. Please provide copies of all crpanizadons (ncaghborhood associarions, business
aroups, environmental and soonlb senvices o social Lqum non-protits, cres rhar submitred
written comments on the dratt plan.

5. can vou provide a hist of the articles that weve published'in the beal newspapers
about IACE over the two vears of this planning process. Our of curlosity, when b googled
the AAS for the comp. plan it came up with only two articles? Sincu 1 do nor ger the AAS |
was surprisecdt and wonder 1¥ there were acrually mote bur just did not come up on google?
tmagine thar the statt keep a record of alt the print media arricles so can vou give me the
number of article done by cach of the tocal newspapers and if you have it the dtle and date
they were published.

The Diratr Plan

L. Page 1 — 1 This first page indicares in the first sentence thar “Austin today 1s 4
maodel ot livability” vetin the third paragraph it notes “honsing that is increasingly
analtordable tor individuals and Gamilics, a sense of loss about a simpler Austin of the past
and to many low-wage jobs thar lag behind Austin's cost of living.” b finther nowes that
20%0 of our children live in poverry. :

Question: 1 low do these tacts equate to a “model of hivabilin™?

2. With regard to the samue issaes noted above, we have scen thar the dispariny berween
the rismg cost of living and income levels continue to grow.” To close this gap there are two
possible strategies to address this problem. We either have to increase the income tevels of
the populanon or bring down the cost of hiving in the city or a combination of these, 1we
do not address this problem the moderare and lower income communities will be forced oat
of the city,

Quustion: In chapter 5 we lise many priorviny programs bur how do these ul e T addressing
closing this gap? '

Request: Therefore please categorize all the priority prograims ttem listed in Chaprer 5 with
regard 1o cither their abiliny to mercase the income levels of our residents or 1o bring down
the cost of living, or both.,

3 Page T —2and 1 — 3 The list of Key Challenges and OpSortuniricq reframes the issue
noted above under Preserving our Livabilire wherein asking “How we will keep Austin,
healthy, safe, beautitul and aHordal)lLD The under Promotmg Prosperity for Altir notes that

“how can we help wage growth carch up to rhe rising cost of ving o close the affordabitity
gap?”” While this statement focues attention on raising income levels, there is no mention of
controlling the rising cost of living or even a consideration of rerurning Austin to a much
more atfordable city o live in. While ir is clear that the stategy of increasing income levels
has been tagged to suppornng a more rech savy, crearive and innovative cconomy, this can
not assist the majority of the working class in our city.

Question: Is there anyrhing in this plan that lavs out how we may bring down the cosr of
tiving 1o help the more moderate and lower income levels of our city that will not be able o

Y
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benetir from vhe development of the higher waee jobs sureested as rhe solurion 1o closine
bral Far} ] <R i~
the gap?

4. Page 1 - 3 The Key Challenges and Opportunitics nates thar Collaborating
Regiomlly is essential and  indicates that Austin needs to work with other jurisdictions to
plan tor our future. While it dees not mention directly working with AISD, surely that has
to be seen as a top prioriey as we look ar the #1 priority noted in the Community Survey
which was “Quatity Public Schinols™ And considering the issue of potential schoot closures
in many neighborhoods what degree of “collaboration” has occurred berween AISD and this

plan?

Question: Has AISL) analyzed the growth concept map with regard ro population
distribution, tamily distribution md stzes and provided the COA planning staft with an
assessment of wlmr would AISD haveto do to ALCOI]]I’]‘IO(LIIC this development P’ll’l’(.l’ﬂ”

Question: W hat is the impacr rhis growth partern woukd have on existing schools and where
new schools would be needed o service this growth?

Request: 1f this has been done, please provide a map of how A1SD would respond to the
growrh concepr map proposed development patiern.

5. Page 1~ 3 Seawring a Sustainable Future. This seetion notes that the City Council
has cstablished that “susrainabitinn” as o centrat poliey for the comp. plan. And this section
points out the desire for sustainability tor the cconomy, environment and social eguiry. And
whily it further seates that we need o acr “to protect Quality of life now and for future
generations, it does not cleaily stare rhat we want a “sustainable” cirv of our existing,
population. In factmuch of the plan texr is focused on the expecred growth in popuhtmn
and not on who we are now. :

Question: What elements of this plancare specifieally focused pn making our ciey
“sustainable” for our existing population?

0. Page 1 — 4 Core Principles for Action: the number 1 ttem in this section is “Grow as
a compact, connected ciry” and it states “Nore compact growth contains costs by
capializing on the land and infrastrucrure aleeady in place” With this in mind it certainbe
makes sense to “capiralize” on the existing investment our city has i in the existing
mflrastructure. However to utilize thar existing investment we need to know where it has
excess capacity that can be used 1o accommodate new growth in a cost effective way.

Questuon: Do we have an analysis of the existing capacine of our infrastructure, especially
with vegard to roadwayvs and rhe sewer system showing where we could accommodate
growth efficiently and how rhar relares 1o the growth concept map?

Question: Do we have and estimate of the build out cost for the infrastructure that woukl
have to be added to our exisring systems to accommodare the growth concept map?

. Page t — 4 Core Punciples for Action: Item #2 indicates that as we grow into a more
compact city we with need ro serengthen our “ereen infrasrructure” and that ¢ ‘parks, urban
torest, urban trails, greenways, rivers, creeks, gardens, urban agriculture, open spaces, and
wildhbte habitat...”" This suggests a recognition that we will necd more “public” green spaces
anct certainly that is true. Bur rhis focus on the “public” domain coupled with the
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reconmmendation for a more “coanpacr” ety sugeests that there wilt be a shifr from private
areen space to accommodare more densiny and charwill be offser wirhy new Public green

Sl

Question:  Flas there been anv analvsis ot the impacr rhat priorite program items thar
encoarage denser development {reducing impervinus cover, sctbacks, compatibility seds.,
trec protection and conversion of existing residential zoning 1o more malkitamily and
commercial development) will have on the “private” green space in.our city?

Questions: What would.be the reduction of “privare”™ green space, primauly on residential

tors in our neighborhoods, if these priorin program irems are implemented and how much
addinonal pubhc green space wouakd be need to compensate hn thar Loss and how much

would that cost?

8. Page | — 5 Core Principles: Item #3 Paths to prosperiny indicates “Growing our
ceonormic base should provide jobs and carcer paths tor workers of all education and skill
levels™ This cerrainly shoald be a high priority and shoald guide policy with regard Lo
basiness development. Howeverfor this to be meaningful from a policy perspective'it is
essentid to have an invenrory of the education and skill levels o onr carrent work force
corrclared to the twpes of employinent opportunities thar woald provide them with income
levels to sustain them in our city. This would need 1o be doné for hoth those currently
emploved, under or un-emploved and those no longer looking tor work.

Ouestions; Has there been any cconomic analysis to profile the work foree now in Austin
and 10 march it up \\lth the relured job and business opportunitics need to employ this work
1:)1(,(,-’

Question: 1 we ¢ have identified she rvpe of job creaton we need o our existing p(:pulamm
how docs the growth concept tap support those opportuniries?

9 Page b =5 Core Principles: [rem #4 An affordable and Healthy Communite indicates
that ro provide atfordable housing in the furere that “new mixed use arcas need w have
aftordably priced housing.” And dus scenion further suggests thar residents can avoid the
cost of car ownership by providing rransit to job and orther ceniers”

OQuestion: Flas there been any cconomic analvsis of the income teveds of the projected
J )
popidation growth so as to determine the need for future affordable housing?

Quesnon: What level of affordability would be needed ro provide an adequate supply of
housing for the projected growth 1n population and where on the growth concept map
would land prices allow for development of housing ar these affordabiliry levels?

Questons: Hlas there been any analvsis of what the amount of pablic sabsidy that would be
recuired to provide the needed affordable housing for our projecred population growth if it
could not be provided by the marker?

H. Page | — 5 Core Principles: Trenm1 #5 “Sustainably manage water...”  1s a great
concern and we do need wo “enact public policies and make choices onthe basis of long
1erm costs and consequences.”” So with regard to water management, what is our situation?
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Ouusnon: How much wicer does Austin have due to s contracis-with LECRAL what is
curtent yearly amount of water weconsame and ar wha ponar ne the LOERA contraces s the
trivger for higher water cosr W hae will that inerease ber

OQuostion: Given the current consumprion rates, when would Auscin execed the LCRA
trigger levels based on the projecr growdy estimates? As an exanaple would we rigger that
cost merease at Q000,000 folks or at 930,007

Question: If Austin’s conservation effort succeeded tn lowering our consumption rates per
capira to the stated goal of 140 GPD, when would we exceed the water av qlhbii:t) trom the
LCRA contracts? At \\'h'nr pmm o we nin out of watee?

()uurum iftlumnd duL 0 growrth L\LCqu the amounrt of warer thar we have duc to the
LCRA contracts, what options would the city have to expand our sourees of water and what
would thev cost? :

1L age 1 = 5 Core Principles: brem #6 Think Crearively: 1t appears thar the focus on
local muste, ares, other creative enterprises, entreprencurial bustitess and the technology
sector s an anderlving theme of the plan. And that “Creativing and innovation are
essential to realizing the sustatmable future envisioned by Tugine Ausrin “. While these
activiries wilb be an essenttal part of our future, there seems to be a back of respect for the
vest of the work force which seems entirely missing in any discussion o what the future of
\ustn entals.

Question: What percentage of Austin’s future ccononiic strengtlois attributable to the tpes
ot business activity n(m,d above compared o the percenrage of the cconomic base thar is
attributable to the rest of the work force and focal dd\ to kv busimess acrivin?

12, General observation concerning the plan intraduction. The introduction contains
many lotty objectives and goals espoused by the staff and consualtane, vet goals and
objectives of the plan were supposed to be a devivateve of the planning process and the
public engagement, but the way it is laid out, it scems thar the resub of the planning process
was primarily ‘driven by these coneept, as an example:

Question: why is the Viston Statemeat, which was crafted by the CNTE, presented so far
back in the draft instead of as one of the firsrelements i the dratr?

Chapter 3 implernentations

Page 136 The Swuth Congress Corridor Study naied that the esttmated cost for the
street reconstruction and water infrastructure cost to acconmumorlate the projected mixed use
development suggested in the study would cost $55 mitlion but would be re-couped by the
city 1n just 5 1o 6 vears due to the increase of $9 million in annual sales and use taxes. Since
sales and use rax revenue go into the general fund to pay for all manner of city senvices
including public safery, parks and librarics, all of which would be used by the new comers in
this avey, the roral amount of new revenue could nor be only dedicated to reimburse the cin
for the additional mtrastructure cost.
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Questions: It the cost of can services used by the added populinon in the cotidor was
deducied trom the projected annaual inerease revenue stream. how much would be tefr to
cover the addirional infrastructure costs?

Cuestion: [t indicates tha the $35 million in infrastrucrure eost s for roadways and water
servive, but does this estimate include sewer cost as well and i nor how mueh is that
estimated to be?

Question: In the original dratt of this ceport it was suggested thin much of the infrastructure
costs would be paid tor by the development along the corridor. s the $55 million that is
suggested to be a citv cost on top of the cost paid for the developers? And if so what is the
share that the developers will be paying for?

Page 136 The list of other potential benefits of mixed use and compuct development
mcindes “Reduced Travel Congeston and Green house gas emissions™ and reduced
houaschold transportation cost”™ Flowever s the mixed use projects com[.)lered in Austin arcc
any indicator for whar we coubd expeer from future mixed use projects, these projects are
not sltordable 1o most of the moderare and lower income levels ol our city.

Quesrion: So if these tolks are pushed vut of our existing neighborhoods and forced to
move ro cheaper and further out hodsing, what will 1o resultant ey wide be on’ congestion,
areen house emissions and ransportation costs?

Piuge 5-2 The hisr of Priorn Programs includes #8 “Revise Austin’s development
regularions and processes to promorte a compuct and conneered ey

(Question: Flow muany puablic inputs made this recommendation compared to all sugeestions?

Question: Please provide examples of what development regidations would be considered
for revision based on this priority program. Be speeific is it chunges to developnient
stanchards such as impervioas cover, setbacks, heights, compatibidite standards, McMansion

i3 s . . . 5 - 5 oo
or whye” And {f this 1aclude zoning changes indicate the npe of zoning changes envisioned.

Page 5-3 Under Work Program, short teem (1 = 3 vears) is suggusts continuing to
implenment the “Capiral Area Metropolitan Organization’s 20335 Regional Transportation
Phin. However the CATI has vote to remove SH455W from die growrh concept map.

.

(aestion: Will this comment be amended to veflect the CA'TT- decision?

Puge 5-4 UnderWwork Program, short term (1 — 3 vears) #4 lists 1 number of major
corrdors targeted for planning and construction of “complete street improvements

Question: How were these corridors setected and are they consisient with the neighborhood
plans that mayv be in those arcus.

QQuestion: Tsthere a cost estmare for the improvements envisioned by the “complete
N -
strecrs” coneept?

Pazre 3-5 Under Waork Program — Retationship to other priorite programs bullet point
#1 1t mdicates that the “code”™ will be revised to “include Tncentives for compact and transir
orienred developmene ... :
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Cresiion: Please Tisr whar “incentives”™ would be incuded i this proposat

Page 5-7 Under #2. Sustamably Manage Our Warer Resources, Work Program
Ongoing and Long Term (+3vears} it indicares that we should use our Water Udlire rare
structure to “reduce warer use white mainniniag affordabiliee for ow warec use houscholds.

Question: bs the carrent Wier Utility rate increase proposat consistent with this goal?

Page 5-10 Underf3 Continue to grow Austin’s economy. .., work program, short term
(1-3) vears 1t indicates thac we shoald identify “gaps between Austin's rargered industrics anc

SrOWING ¢conomic sectors. ..
B o

Regaest: Please provide a list of what the “rargeted Industries™ are and any analysis of ow
these industries correlate 1o the existing work force education levels and skill sets? tn short
will these targeted industries put our existing work foree 1o work, or will they dépcncl on
bringing new workers 1o Austin?

Question: Whar is the projected income levels of the work force that would be needed by
these targered industries?

Page 5-1t) Linder #3 Condnae ro grow Austin's cconomy .., work program, ongoitg and long
term : _

T . . - - —p 2yt R - 1 5 o .y . e ar 8
#7 indicates we should acrively reeruic and cetain businesses thar ereare well paving job

opportunities lor fower skilled and blue coltar jobs or thuw provide a path upward from enery

level jobs,

Question: Based.on the current work force and the popalation projecrions, what kind of
10bs would meer this objective; please provide'a tist of these job types.

General comment

‘Fhere needs (o he a glossary thar includes all the terms thar could be interpreted in different
ways, Tlus glossary should be very spectfic and comprehensive of all planning jargon and
vague rerms used 1in the deadt.

Chapter 5: rable 5.1 Action NMatrix
Land Use and Transporration

Page 5-45 LUT2 1o “Promorte diverse infilt housing. .. it sets as a peority program the
tevision of Austn’s development regutations and processes. ..

Question: What current development regulations and processes would need to e changed
to accomplish this actton irem. Please list specific examples of what is in the carrent code
that would have to be changed.

Page 5-45 LUT4 “usc mcenrives and regulations ta direcr growth to areas consisrent
with the Growrh Concept map thar have existing infrastrucrure capaciev...”
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Question: Where do we have excess infrastraciure capacios 1o accommaodate growih?
Please provide a map of where this — existing capaciny is and show how i rebates o e
growth concept map.

Page 5-45 LUYES “ereare a regulatory environment 1o promote redevelopment...”” Fhis
mcludes “revising parking design requivements. ..

Question: Please define exactdy what is meant by “regulatory environment” is this the Land
Development Code, Admanistractive procedures, zoning changes, just what s this?

Question: Whar changes i the parking design requirements docs this envision? Would this
mchide parking ratios tor various uses or overall parking requirement reduction?

Page 5-47 . LUTES “wrban rail and rapid bus cransit” coupled with LUTE4 Under
“Increase public transic rndérship “ “the population in need of public transportation the, -
most arc those who cannot afford ro own a car and are dependent on public. transit.

Quesiton: s there any analysis of where the most in rransic dependent population lives now
and will likely live in che future and compare that to the growdr concepr map and the
proposed urban rait and bus rapid transiv plans?

Pape 5-45 LUTT6 "enhance cross town eransic options”

Question: tn the coneext of this statement, what types of transit options are included m this
recommendation? i

Page 5-49 ELE30 “Create o regulatory environment ro allow flexibility in how
Buildings are used in compacr centers and along commercial corridors™
hing 4

Question: Are the new “acrivity corridors”™ the same as these commercial corridors?

Qucsti(‘}n: Lixacthy whar is meant by “sunplifving the process”™ w allow these proposed use

changes use changes

Page 5-50 LUTH8 ~Change building and zoning codes and incorporate best practices 1o
promorte green buitding and sustainable devetopment

Questions: What chiuages would be needed to the building and zoning codes to facibicare

“sustainable development? Please be specific
Request: Please provide o list of the best practices suggested by this ftem.
Housing and Neighborhoods

Page 5-51 FINT “establish regutations and programs ta promote the development of a
variery of marker rate and affordable housing evpes...”

Question: whar are the changes in regutations that would be required to respond 1o this
item?

Question: Define whart is meant by atfordable “housing types™

PC Comments submitred by Mar 6



Pave 5-51 HNG Under “produce regulacons and enhance programs to promore
attordable housing throughour Ausnn by icinchudes Modifv regulations that adversely
aftect affordable hoasing”

Question: Please liss all the regularions thatare assumed o adverselv affect affordable
housing.

Page 5-52 FIN4 Under ** resources for rehabitiradion and repair of affosdable housing”
it includes “flexible development regulavons.

Quesnon: What existing development tegulations arc scen as prohibiting the rehabilitadon
and repair of aftordable housing, please be specific.

Page 5-52 HNA Incennvize and subsidize the construction of infrastructure for projeets

providing aftfordable housing.

Question: Whar levels of affordability 1s assumeil here and does it relare to the currene MEI
of the area rhat the housing would be builtin?

Quesiton: Is there any estimate of the cost of the intrastructure that would be needed 1o
support the dispersion of atfordable housing thouglie out Austin?

Page 552 HIN “retain fong-time residents of neighborhoods experiencing vapidiv
increasing property values and an influx of wealthier new residents

Question; Whar are the programs or authortties avalable ro the city to combat this
gentrification/

Quaeston; What considermion has been given to die impact on property values of the
proposcd regulatory changes that are suggested 10 support a more compact city. Whar
happens when developmenr enntlements are inereased by the relaxation of stte desien
standards, minimum lor sizes, and other regularions that now govern development? And
whar impact will tha have on property vatuations and therefore property raxes?

Page 5-53 HNT9 “Ensure ...compatible transinions benveen neighborhoods and
adjacent commeraal, mixed ase and denser housing by regularing setbacks, building mass
and height and other design clements and uses” The current Building and Land
Development Codes altready addresses all of these clements bur this action items sugoests
that there shoald be changes to the existing code. '

Question: Whar specific aspects of the building and fand development code regutarions that
now exist that are preventing the “harmonious and compatible” transitions berween
residential and commercial arcas?

Page 5-53 FIN223 “align” neighborhood and small area plans with LACP fe s srared
that this included infill development, increased density, mixed use centers and corridors,
variery of housing types on the one hand and Open space, histortcal preservation, affordable
housing and neighborhood preservation on the other. These appear to be contlicring
actions.

. - F
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Question: Ar whar point do rhe former abjectives everwhelm the later objectives and vesale
1 the wholesale conversion 6f our neighborhoods o o complerely difterent character, with
diffevent people.than who reside there now?

Page 5-54 FIN29 Pseablish 2 regulatory enviconment thar creares communitics across
Austn rhat “provide a ranpe of housing ...

Question: How will changing our currenr regulation to allow more density and housmyg npes
address the increase in property raxes thar make cose of living rise? How do these action
v gentrified our of Austin?

¢
Palia)

ttems proteer our modevare and lower income levels from bein

Page 5-55 HECONS Under “Create a regubarory Framework o foster a business friendly
enviroament it lists ereating development incentives (including tax incentives), density and
tloor-to-arca rario (FAR) bonuscs, reduced and alrernative parking requirement, expedited
review, erc. it goes on ro suggest that we need “simplifyving and clarifving the developraens.
review process...” and allowing more “by-righi™ development and making development
regulations move flexibic,

Quesrton: Please give an example of cach one ofthese acrions and how they will impact
tutare development?

Quesnion: What exactly does “by-righr * mean and give an example

Question: Whar would be the impacr on neighborhoods of relaxing parking regulations for
adjaceni commiercial development?

Page 5-56 FCONY “support the developaent of creative industries, ..

Quesuon: How doces this inarch up wirde the job creatkon opporrunities we need for our
extsting work force and under and un-emplovedr

Questton: Why does this plan ignore the meaningful conrvibution ro our cconomy of all the
other business sccrors other thar the “crearive class™ and also fails 16 understand the
negarive conseqaences of assuming that cconomic trickle down will benefie all of Ausun? 1T
appears we are just hanging our hat on the nexr cconomic bubble in hopes that it will pay for
the growth, 15 this sound cconomics?

PC Comments submirted by Mar 6



Prelummary Affordabilin Impact Statement
Neighborhood Housing and Communin 1 velopment

City Council Agenda: Pending  Case Number: Pending

Proposed Rules Posting: | Imagine Austn Comprchensive Plan

| Impact on regulatory barriers to
housing development [ Increase  [XIDecrease ] No impact

Land use / zoning opportunitics for DX Increase [ ] Decrease [ ]No impact
affordable housing development
Impact on cost of development

- [ Increase. Decrease [ No impact
Impact on production of affordable
housing : Kincrease [ Decrease [ No umpact
Proposed Changes Impacting Housing | ‘T'he Imagine Austin Comprehensive Plan is a 30-year planning |
Affordability: | document to guide city planning policies for the future.
| Housing affordability is addressed as one of the core principles
of the plan.

The building blocks scction of the plan offers a summary of |
key issues and challenge for the future in seven key areas. Many
of the policies 1dentified in the Land Use and T'ransportation
building block and the Housing and Neighborhoods building
block impact housing affordability. These building blocks
identify and support strategics to promote affordability |
through:

e lincouraging compact and infill development that is
close to other vital services, such as job centers,
transpottation optons, and retail nodes '

¢ Revising the development code to allow for a more
streamlined, casily understandable, and predictable

| process that supports more affordable development _

practices |

¢ Promoting additional tools to create and maintain
affordable housing such as fee waivers, 117 districts,
linkage fecs, and other potental revenue sources

e Supportng green-building practices that promote
durable construction for more sustainable housing
practices




e Addressing housing barticrs for persons with special
nceds to prevent homelessness

The plan further idenafies conerete short-rerm and long-term

implementation steps that the City will undertake to ensure that
affordability goals arc met as Austin continues to grow in the
furure.

Alternative Language to Maxinuze
Affordable Housing Opportunitics:

Nonce

Other Housing Policy Considerations:

Date Prepared:

NHCD supports all the actions and priority items listed above,
as they are consistent with City of Austin policies, goals, and
initiatives currently and for the future. It is important to
regularly review and evaluate the effectiveness of the priority
items listed above to ensure consistency with any changes in
City policies or changing housing market forces in the future.

. Director’s Signature: A signature from the NHCD Director will be issued with the final AIS
: Elzabeth . Spencer
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Austin Housing Market Analysis

In fall 2008, BBC Research & Consulting of Denver was conteacted by the City of Austin to conduct
a comprehensive housing market study. The study’s purpose was 1o idenuty the existing and future
housing needs of residents in Austin and 10 support the devclopment of 4 targeted plan for mecting
these needs. The study paid particular atiention to the needs of three resident groups: low income
residents, families and workforce. The study used the most recent data and information on resident
demographics, housing prices and fture growth trends. Toalso relied significantly on public inpur

consisung of focus groups with stakéholders, public hearings with residents and three survey efforts.

This excecutive summary presents the top findings from the study. Tt also contains our

recommendations for hetter meeung housing needs.

Who Lives in Austin?

Nearly 750,000 people kived in the City-of Austin in 2007." T'hese residents lived in a diversity of
housing siuations typical of medium and large cities similar to Austin, like Denver and Portland.

In Ansun, in 2007:

B 19 percent of liouseholds were marvied couples with children;

® 18 percent were married couples without children:

B 16 percent hived u family simauons other than married couples with/without children—

for example, single parents: and

®  The remainder (47 percent) lived in non-family houscholds—for example, unrelated
adults hiving wagether such as students and single persons.

Overall age demographics in Austin are following national trends, with a large population of Baby
Boomers approaching retirement age. Unique to Austin is its declining population of recent college
graduates, who may be finding employment elsewhere or leaving, as Austin becomes more expensive
than other citics in Texas, such as Dallas. For example, according (o recent Census estimates, the
average rent in Austin was $810 and the average median home value was $178 8000, as compared Lo a
monthly gross rent of $738 and a median home value of $128 200 in Dallas. > Per the most recent
Quarterdy Census of Imployment and Wages (QCEW) from the Texas Work force Commission, the
average weekly wage of someone employed in the elementary or secondary school subset of the
educational services industry in Travis County is $792 ($41,200 per year), as compated to $876 in

12007 ALS estimate s 749.65%. "The 2008 City of Yustin Demngrapher Ryan Robinson and Planning Deprartment’s
estimate 1s 750,325, "{he T'exas State Demographber had o jacuary 1, 2008 cstimate of 736,172,

“ Median Tome Vabie and Median Gross Renn taken from 2005-2007 3-year Junerican Comnumity Survey (ACS) esumares.
The ACS was used foc the nuedian home vabue instead of the Texas A&M Reseacch Real Estate Center data 1o reflect place-
level home prices, as opposed to regianal home prices presented by the Texas A&M Research Real Estate Center,

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING EXECUTIVE SUMMARY, PAGE 1



Dallas Cornty (845,600 per year). Thus, recent college graduates starting in moderately paying jobs like
teaching with relavely homogenous wages may find the higher rents and homie prices in Austin difficolt
10 atford. Since 1990, the city’s propoction of college age students and young adults has declined

relative to the proportion of residents between dhe ages of 43 and 64, as shown in Lixhibit ES-1.

Exhibit ES-1. 100%1 : = =

Population by Age §>
Cohort, Austin, 2007 B ow

40% -
5 37%

30%
e ""“22% ST 2000
20%-
17%16%
53 (3%
t0% i =
= 79%
£ e 6%
% b
0% T

Children 251034 35t044 4510 64 Seniors

Source:
U.5. Census Bureawr, 2000 and 2007

Growth of the Austin MSA

Austi’s population growth has been steady since 199(L However, population growth in the
communities surrounding Austin has grown more quickly than Austin. Although Austin still comprises
a very large portion of the Ausun-Rovmd Rock MSA, other cities within the region have absorbed a
disproportionate amaunt of population growth, as shown in Exhibit 58-2. Specifically, Austin
represents 47 percent of the MSA population—but 34 percent af the 1990 tn 2007 MSA growth.

Exhibit ES-2.
Population Growth for the Austin Round-Rock MSA and Municipalities, 1990 to 2007

Austin MSA 781,572 1,249,763 1,565,606 .. 784,034 g ;

Austin 465,577 656,562 728821 263,244 57% 2% a7% 3a%
RoundRock 30,923 61,136 98,105 67,182 217% 4% &% 9%
Cedar Park 5,161 26049 51,062 45901 889% 9% 3% 6%
Ceorgetown 14,842 28,339 45,565 30,723 207% 4% 3% 4%
Pilugenvlle 4,444 16,335 32439 27,995 630% 8% 2% 4%
Kyte 2,108 5,314 3367 21,259 1008% 9% 1% 3%
Leander 3,398 7,596 22,116 (8,018 5519% 7% 1% 2%
Bastrop 4,044 5,340 8,261 4217 (4% 1% (% 19%
Buda 1,795 2,404 5827 4,032 225% 4% 0% 19%

Heote: Pepulation tolals lor the municipalities will not aggregate to total population of the MSA, 2007 Populabicn number lor Anstin is Irom 1he Texas State Data
Canter to remain cansistent with data for other municapalities. Previous Austin population staliztics wtilized the Census aod the Austin Demographer.

THoke: This representy total population, a5 opposed (© daytime population
Sowfee: LS Cenius ahd Texas Stsle Data Center

" Wage data feom the 39 Quarter 2008 ( Auarterly Censes of Haployment aad Wages (QUIW) aad the Texas Workforee
Conmissioa. Dam « oaly provided at the county level. Travis Country was wsed as a proxy for the gity of Austin, Y carly
witge esticnate assumed a 52 we k work year.
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Changes in Austin’s Affordability

Althnugh some individuals may preter a suburban litestyle, the growh that has occurred on the
outskirts of the city may be driven in some measure by ihe affordubility of housing in the areas
outside of Austin’s city limits. Flousing costs in Austin have risen by 85 percent in the past FO years.
‘The median vahse ol a single family home in Austin was $129,900 in 1998, By 2008, the median had

mercased almost Y0 percent 1o $240,000."

The medina prices ceported by BBC Research and Consuliing differ from thosc reported by the
Texas A&DM Real state Cenier becanse of 2 medhndological differences: area of geographic analysis
and the type of bstng analyzed. With data provided diceedy from the Austin Board of Rehors
(ABORJ BBC Research & Consulung analyzed bistings within the city of Austin, as oppuosed to the
Austn-Roand Rock MSAL Additinnally, BBC Research & Consulting methndology includes w#/
listungs, which includes not only sold listings, but also expired and withdrawn Listings.

Anstin has a larger renter population. Renters in Austn are divided into three categnries: temporacy
residents of Austin (prmanly students), individuals that chose to rent and those thai simply ¢an not
afford to purchase a home. In 2008, 13 percent of Austin renters conld afford the median priced

home for sale.

Lixhibits 1'S-3 on the following page shows how bousing affordability has changed in the past 10
yeats for one segment of the market: households earning between 51 and 80 percent of the median
family income (MF1). This is cquivalent to households with incomes of $34.554 and $55,280 in 2008

dollars’.

As demonstrated by the exhibit, the supply of affordable housing has increased in the southwest and
northern portions of the region, in addition 1o East Austin. This has occurred as the supply of
affordable housing has decreased in central, west and northwest Austin.

In sum, during the last ten years, housing Austin’s workforce has become a regional task. And this is
¥ > 2 :

likely m continuc unless the city rakes actions (o increase the supply of affordable housing within city

boundarics. This begins with addressing current hnusing needs—and then ensuring that the city’s

affordability gap does not increase in the future.

* 2008 statistics inchide hstiags from Janary 1, 2008 through October 31, 2008,

Ie should be aoted that “density” oveaos more units in o gven geograplic area. It does nor imply deasity of kand usc,
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2008 Housing Needs

Rental needs. Austin has a vevy large need tor affordable rentals. In 2008, 1he ciy’s renters carming
less than $20.000 per year—44, 700 renters—had just 7,150 affordable vnits in the marker from
which to choose. This means that there ave 37.600 more renters carning less than $20,000 per year
than units in the marker aftordable to them, even after accouniing for subsidized units and vouchers.
In other words, just. 1 in 6 reaters carning less than $20,000 can tind affordable housing. We estimate

that 25 percent of these renters in need (9,400) are students.

The mismatch berween renter tncomes and the availability of units is most severe for renters earning
tess than $10,000 per year: These 21,700 renters had just 2,400 units affordable to them in 2008,

feaving a shortaze of 19,300 i,

Although many of these renters are students, most are not. In addition to students, these
renters represent sentors living on fixed incomes; retail, housckeeping and grocery workers; and

single parents.

Homeownership needs. To buy in Ausun, potennal homeowners muost carn at least $50,000
before one-third of atrached units and jusr 16 percent of detached units become affordable.
Renters earning $75,000 have many more choices—however, just 13 percent of Austin’s renters

carn this much.

Austin has a need for homes priced between $113,000 and $240,000 10 enable its renter population
earning between $35,000 and $75,000 per year to become homeowners. In many cities, this demand
for affordable homes is partally fulfilled through attached housing; however, in Austn, this

ownership product 1s limited.

Exhibit ES-4 summarizes the aty’s 2008 affordability gap

ExhibitES " 750,500 people
Gap in Rental and
Homeownership Supply |
and Demand, 2008 307,000 households
|
Snurce: | 1
BBC Research and Consulling 46% owners 54% reniters
141,000 households 1 66,000 households
( Renters eaming <335,000 h 4
3% of detached unlts are affordable 27% eamn «<320,000
10% of giached units are affordable 45,000 households
Supply v.
Available Renters earning $50,600
to Renters 16% of detached unlis are affordable 4% of rental unlts
Wanting to = sk that are affordable
be Owners 316% of gHached units are affordabile
7. 150units
Renters earmnlng $75,000
44% of detoched units are affordable - Gap of 37,600
K 64% of attuched units are affordable - rental units
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Property tax increases. T'hic gaps analysis above does not demonstrate the increased huaden chai
property @ax increases are placing on some of Austin’s current renters and hemeowners. In some
neighborhoods, rapidly increasing property appraisals are leading to much higher tax bills, which
might be unatfordable to some homeowniers. Tor example, one 1olly neighborhood property
appraised at §77.000 in 2003, 1n 2008, the property appraised for $158.000, Although tax rates
actually decreased, the increase in appraised value caused the tax bill to rise from §700 in 2003 (o
$3,100 in 2008. Additionally, this property was receiving a homestead exempton, meaning that some
taxing units were not tasing on the fully appraised value, thereby lowering the overall tax bill. If the
property had not received a Homestead Lixemption and had been a rental property, for example, the
{ull tax bill wuld have been nearly $3.500.

Renters are not immune o these increases, even though they do not pay property raxes divectly.
Landlords pass on the cost of property taxes to their reniers, so as property taxes rise, so des
monihly rent. Property taxes are one reason that rents are higher in Austin than in other comparable

citics.

Austin relative to Denver. BBC conducted a study very similar to Anstin’s hon sing market
analysis for the Ciry and County of Denver in 2006. Compared 1o Denver:

B Rental gap. Like Austin, Denver has a large mismaich berween s pply and demand for its lowest
income renters. Hawever, Denver’s rental market provides many more affordable units to
renters earning less than $20,000 per year (15,600 units compared to Austin’s 7,150 units).
Denver’s rental gap dimirushes at the $20,000 income mark, meaning that Denver’s lower
income renters who have to “rent up” in order to find somewhere to live likely face lower levels

ot cost burden than in Austn.

B Homeownership gap. Denver’s detached single family unit price distribution and affordability is
similar to Austin’s; however, Denver offers more affordable homeownership options because it
has a larger attached housing market. 1In Denver, during 2005, rhere were 4,200 attached homes
for sale affordable o potental buyers earning $50,000 and less. This compares to Austin’s 95(
homes in 2008. (And, Austin has about 40 percent more renters carming less than $50,000 than
Denver does). Overall, Denver had 10,000 attached homes on the market for purchase in 2005.
By comparison, Ausun had 2,700 in 2008.

Austin’s Future and Development Choices

Austin’s economy rebounded well from the tech-related recession carly in this decade. The city is
predicted to be less affected than other cities by the current recession because of the types of
industries in Austin. Recruitment efforts of technology-based firms, specializing in semiconductor,
clean energy, biomedical and wireless technology, have succceded in creating a large number of high
paying jobs and relatively low levels of unemployment in the city. However, not all residents’ jobs
reside in such high-paying industrics—and within these industries, not all jobs are high paying.

On average, executivé jobs and engineering jobs do pay well, averaging between $80,000 and $90,000
per year. [However, beginning positions in these occupations earn much less. Retail workers, which
comprisc the largest occupational category in Austin, earn an average of $22,000 per year. These arc
some of the residents who make up the low income renters whi can’t find affordable rentals in Austin.

PAGE 6, EXECUTIVE SUMMARY BBC ReSEARCH & CONSULTING



Although Austin’s emplovment is reladvely spread throughour the city, its moderate aad high payimg
jobs are heavily concentrated atound Mo-Pac, in the southwest and western portions of the city. and
downtown, as well as in north Austin, Housing in central and west Awstin serves these employment
centers well. However, since these areas have developed inwo the most expensive parts of the city,
other residents are finding more affordable oppormumities elsewhere. Fssentially, the downtown and
west Austin housing markets are currendy catering to a small subset of workers, while young
professionals and lower-earning workers are maving further away fram Austin’s employment

opportunitics, creating mcreased teaffic along major arteries.
Duriag the nexr 12 years, we predict that:

By 2020, ihe aty will need o develop 12,000 rental vinaes (1,000 per year) priced at $425 and less
to mecet the growing needs of low income centers. 1o oaly modestly lower the current low
income rental gap and meet growing housing needs, as many as 16, 500 units (1,370 per vear)
should be constmcted,

B Renters wanting to buy will face greater challenges in Austa’s housing market. Renters edarning
less than 75,000 will have fewer affordable for sale options, in addition o having difficulty

saving for a downpayment because of the high rents within Austin.

®  [uture growth of homenwners will demand a skightly different distribution of priee points than

the city has now. To accommodate funiure homeowners:
> 8 percent of the units must be priced at §113,000 and less (likely small condos);
> 13 percent at $113,000 to $160,500 (2 mix of condos and townhames);

> 21 percent at §160,500 to $240,400 (condos. townhomes, cottages and small single family

detached umits); and

> 58 percent more than $240,400 (range of housing options).

The city is in a criucal juncture of deciding how to address its existing and future housing needs.
And, although we can’t completely predict how the city will change in the future, two things are
very likely:

1. Austin’s growth will continue. The city is a very desirable place to live by many measurcs, and
both employers and workers will continue to consider the city as their future home.

2. Growth will put pressure on housing supply. Unless supply keeps up with demand, prices

will increase.

‘The ity has three ways of dealing with this growth:

®  Slow growth. Austin can intentionally slow down growth and rely on communities outside of
Austin to {ill the demand for new housing. Boulder, Colorado is a good example of this
phenomenon. lts Residential Growth Management System, which limits the number of building
permits issued each year, led to an explosion of new development in the communities outside of
Boulder. Boulder, a city of about 50,000 housing units has more than 100,000 jobs. This means
that many workers must live outside of the city and commute in because there are aot enough
housing units for them to live in the city.
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B Increased density. Austin can grow denser 1o accommindate increased housing demand. Nt
everyone will choose to live in denser or attached housing; however, the survey conducted fo
thes study revealed that many households, meluding those with children. would e willing 1o
make the trade-off of living in attached housing to reside in their neighborhood of choice,

Many people equate fncreased density with increased traffic congestion. This perception does aot
consider the alternative that without increased density, people will be forced to locate outside of
an area and drive in 1o work. Densiey done well, especially density coupled with good pubhc

transit, can relieve traffic congestion.

@ Increased sprawl. I'inally, Austin cai grow out to accommodate increased housing demand, as
long as developable land is available,

Recommendations for Addressing Housing Needs

The Cuy of Austin and Austin commu nity has shown leadership and progressive action in addressing
aftordable housing needs to date. Some of the major efforts of the ciry include:

®  Passed a $55 million General Obligatiou (GO) bond dedicated to affordable hoasing activitics;
®  Annually dedicate General Iund monies to support affordabic housing;

8 lstablished the SMART Housing Program to provide incentives o private sector contribution

to affordable housing solutions;

@ Require that a portion of additional tax revenues from city-owned redevelnped
propertics be dedicated to alfordable bousing.

However, market forces bave been stronger in changing the landscape of alfordability in Austin. This
means that addressing atfordabic housing needs will need 1o be a conunued effort.

If Austin had aot accomplished the above efforts—and if the city’s housing continues to become
more expensive as demand for living 1n Austin continues—the following scenarios are likely to occur:

®  ‘The city’s 38,000 low income renters who cannot afford to pay their reat and utilities

will continue being cost burdened. As the city’s population grows, demand for housing
will rise {without a commensurate increase in supply), prices will go up and so will
property taxes. Low income renters will pay more for housing as property taxes rise and
fandiords pass on these costs, putting the lowest income renters at a greater risk of
homelessness. Moderate income renters will have less to save for a downpayment,
reducing their likelihood of being homeowners. Property owners may reduce efforts on
upkeep to manage increased taxes, reducing the quality of the affordable rental housing
stock.

®  Many current owners in the city will find their property taxes harder to afford. Lower
income owners and those on fixed incomes (seniors and persons with disabilities) may
find the tax increases unmanageable. If they decide to sell their homes, they will realize
income from the gain in value—however, they will nced to move out of the city to
afford another home.
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8  The city’s workers will be less likely (o be able to afford to live in the city, so more
people will buy homes outside of Ausan and commuie longer distances 1o work. Those
who can atford 1o buy in the city may be unwilling to make the trade-off because the
products they can buy outside the ity offer much more in terms of condition and size.
They, wo, will cormmute nto the city. ‘the citv will be at visk of losing its middle class as

B 5 o

they leave the city to purchase homes—leaving the wealthy and low income renters.

Therefore, to avoid having an even larger number of low income renters who struggle (o meet their
tnonthly-rental payinents, to avoid having inoderate income renters leaving the city to purchase
homes, to avoid increased wraffic congestion, 10 avoid a drain on revenaes as people keave for more
affordable housing— the city should continue addressing needs by making changes 10 its policies and

gruerate addinonal revenme o mect housinr needs,

As mentoned above, the city has speatheaded many large cfforts to addvess existing affordable
housing nceds. These efforts have been part of the ciry’s overall goals to ensure that everyone from
musictans to high-tech executives can call Austin home.The aity has also worked hard © preserve its
environmental landscape. All desirable cities and owns struggle to find the balance between
cuvironmental preservation, managing growth rates and keeping housing costs at a reasonable level.

Austn i no exception.

Market forces are very powerful however, and Austin has a strong national reputation as a desirable
city n which to live. Therefore, Austin will grow. The city can grow up (become more densc), or the
city can grow out (become more sprawling). Growing up will involve some trade offs, but growing
out will cost much more in terms of traffic congestion, potential loss of employment ceniters, loss of

tax revenues and, perhaps more seriaus, a loss of community identty.

Recommendation No. 1—Reevaluate the zoning and development process. Austin's
current process of evaluating applicatuons for residential development is community based. The city’s
sontng and land use regulatons also reflect the aty’s dedication o environmental preservation and

commitment to smart growth.

‘These principles are part of what makes Austin a great city. However, they can conflict with
providing affordable housing for residents and workforce. 1n desirable areas where there is much
demand for housing, anything that constrains the supply leads to increased housing costs.

g, anything g

We have identified several opportunities for the city to modernize its current development process
that will reduce the barricrs to affordable housing development in Austin. These include:
®  Reconsider the role that many neighborhoods groups are playing in development decisions.

®  Develop a strong, citywide Comprehensive Plan that guides development and forms the
basts for the acceptance or denial of development applications.

®  Increase density by approving dense developments that offer opportunities for affordable,
attached houstng products.

®  [ducate residents about the need for workforce housing in Austn and the consequences of

not meeting current and future needs for housing.
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Balance neighborhood-based development. Neighborhood groups are very avolved in Austin’s
resideatiat and commercial land use and development process. Although the city has a citvwide
Conmprehenstve Plan that has beea existence for more than 30 vears, its updaies have been modest.
Fxisting neighborhood plans are much wore detailed and play a strong role in the development
evahnation process. Development s also heavily influenced by the many zoning and land nse
ordinances that ace passed by city council each year. In sum, there is no strong. comprehensive

guiding document for development i Austin.

We recognize that thiis has enabled the acighborhoods to play a significant role in how they develop.
It has also created a patchwork planuing process. Furthermore, we are unable 1o identify
coordination of the neighborhood plans to ensure an appropriate distribution of community needs

such as affordable houstng,

Many cities, of comparable size to Austn, rely heavily on the influence and direction of
neighborhood groups o guide land-use and development decisions. Many cities like Austin have
neighhorhood-level planning documents. These neighborhood groups are also very involved in the
process through public hearings, written and oral comments, mecetings with planning staff, planning

commissioners and city council members.

For example, neighborhood groups are relied upon heavily in Santa e, particulacly when it comes to
presening the historical integrity of architecture and design of its historic buildings. Netghborhood
groups are given carly notfication of proposed projects, which provides them the OPPOLUNILY to
support or challenge projecrs coming into their neighborhoods. [However, Santa Fe's General Plaa
provides necessary guidelines to determine whether neighborbood group reactions align with city-

level growth goals or represent neighborhood sentiments.

Raleigh, North Carolina is another community with very strong neighborhood influence. Currendy,
18 CACs participate in development decisions throughout the city and have been very interactive in
current efforts to update Raleigh's Comprehensive Plan. In some instances. neighborhood plans have
been and will be adopted as part of the city's comprehensive plan to easure that city-level and

neighborhood-level goals align,

Other communities with strong neighborhood influence include San Jose, California, Baltimore,
Maryland and Denver. However, all communities are guided by a city-level General or
Comprehensive Plan.

The city’s current neighborhood-based planning process does very litde 1o facilitate the development
of affordabic housing on a ciywide basis. Some of the neighborhood plans have affordable housing as a
goal; others do not. We werc also told many times in our focus groups with more than 100
stakeholders that Ausun has lost many affordable units to neighborhood resistance.

Austin is not unusual in this regard. Residents in every city and town are notoriously resistant to
density, and the more affordable the project and the greater the density, the higher the resistance.
Neighborhoods often forger that a desirable city will grow: they cannot stop this momentum.
Restricung workers from obtaining housing in an area does not mean these workers will go away—
they may live farther away, but they still need to dvive to work. Growth limits almost always lead o
increased traffic congestion and the leapfrog effect of affordable housing being pushed farther and
farther from employment centers.
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Neighborhoods ften use declining property values as successtul arguments to fight atfordable
housing developments. Many academic studics have adepily demonsteated 1hat the effect of densiey

and affordable developments on property values s not neganve.

Tlese n'rgnmcnts should nat be construed o imply thar ineighborhoods should not have an active
role in the planning process or that any one neighborhood should provide a disproportinnare share
of aftordable housing. It is imperative thar cities have wansparent goals, housing policies and a strong
citywide plinning structure to ensure that affordable housing is a community benefit that is shared

equally and evenly distributed throughout a city.

Develop a strong Comprehensive Plan. The city will sonn begin the process of updating its
Comprehensive, or General Plan. The bakiunce of nndtifainily and small lot single family zoning needs
to be examined i the enntext of the types of howsing nceded o serve the city’s future workforee 10

ensure that the ciy’s comprehensive plan canrains the proper land uses to meer funtre housing needs.

The compreliensive planning process mast also contain a review and recommendations of model

ordinances 1n other cities that allow greater opportumity for affordable housing development.

Increase density. Until only recenty have density standards i Austin been relaxed. Although
density in the form of mulufamily products has noi become common practice within the city,
Austin’s condominium market has expanded and evolved into a viable product, partiaulady in the

downtown market.

High density projecis, which capitalize 00 economies of scale to provide greater affordability, will be
necessary to meet the housing gaps of new workers wanting to buy homes in Austin, which should
be priced between $113,000 and $240,100. Density——combined with development and operational
subsidies—will also be key to meeting the needs of the many fow inconte renters in Austin who have

extremely limited choices in the city.

To meet its current and furare housing needs Austin will need to conntdmie adding density Lo
neighborhoods located near major emiployment areas to house workers and minimize commutes
and traffic congesuon. The city should alsiy seck out and proactively plan for more new urbanist
development opportunities like Mueller v meet the needs of families who desire to live within city

boundaries and near places of employment.

It is unclear, based on a review of the city’s recent update to its existing Comprehensive Plan and
future land use map, how much land is dedicated to high density single family development and
multifamily development (e.g., single family detached homes on 3,500 sq. feet lots and muhifamily
deusity of 20 units/acre). These uses appeat minimal compared to the amount of land dedicated o

standard single family residential.

Iucreased density will nced to involve an affordability component that exceeds what the city has in
place now—that 1s, requiring that the affordable units be bullt and/or raising the fee-in-lieu amount.
Recent condominium projects are nowhere near to meeting affordability needs within the city:
condos sold in 2008 and constructed in 2006 or later had a median listing price of $299,000.
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Educate residents. The city needs a concerted cducatonal effent to demonstrate that density can be
aturacnve, mitigate traffic congestion and be a key solution to a more balanced housing stock. It
would he appropriate to begin this eftort during the comprehensive planning process since the
process is likely to be well attended by acighborhood representatives and residents. In addition. the
first few moddl developments that arc affordable and detse must he cconom ically feasible and
atreactive, as these will be important o ger furare neighborhood buy-in for these types of products.

Recommendation No. 2—Set affordable housing targets. Without goals for affordable
housing and a citywide, strong Comprehensive plan, what is prevent all neighborhoods from
limiting the amount of affordable housing and density they allow and suppart?

r

To ensure that affordable honsing is a priority in the city and that all neighborhoads share in the
provisioa of this community asset, the city must set affordable housing targets. City leaders need to
establish a target proportion of affordable reatal and for sale housing in 5, 10 and 12 years (to 2020).
The city should also monitor its needs on a regular basis and adjust its target as needed.

Mandates associated with alfordable housing production are not legal ia Texas. However,
establishing goals and providing incentives tor developers o help cities reach those goals are legal in

the state—and are very important if housing policics are to be effective.

Other cities with established housing goals include:

B “lucson’s General Plan {Compreheasive Plan) has a target of 10 percent of units in the city
should be affordable. The city monirors this through an annual production report.

® 10 1990, the City of Boulder seta target of having 5 percent of its housing stock be permanently
affordable. 1n 1995, the city revised its target of permanently affordable housing stock to 10

percent.

®  Massachusetts has a state law (the “anti-snob zoning” law) that requires all towns to liave at least
10 percent of their housing stock affordable to houscholds at 80 percent of the MIFI to avoid
being subject o mandatory housing projects. The law has been in effect since 1969,

For Austin, the rental target should focus on units alfordable at 30 percent of the MF], or for renters
earning less than $20,730 per year (about the wage of an average retail worker). We estimate that
about 3 percent of the city’s rental stock is affordable to houscholds making 30 percent of the MFI

and less.

For homeownership, the city should focus on ensuring that at least 1) percent of units in new
developments are affordable 10 households earning 80 percent of the MF] and less (about $55,000).
"This can be encouraged through more aggressive negotiauons with developers and offering fast track

approval, density bonuses and increased fee waivers.
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Recommendation No. 3—Examine regulatory barriers to housing development. A
comprehensive review of the development process in Ausiin and related barriers to affordable
housmg development was beyand the scope of this study. That said. regulatory barriers were
frequenty mentoned i our mnterviews and focus groups—specifically, that the city has regulations
and processes in place char significanty raise development costs. discourage density and, as such,

restic the development of atf{ordahle housing,

I'he ity should conduct a study that examines in-deptlr the specific barriers to affordable
housing development. This should be done in conjunction with the comprehensive planning
process the ctry will soon begin. Based on the comments we received during the study

process through our tocus groups with more than 100 atrendees, such a snudy should:

®8 Pxamme how infrasiructure requirements raise rhe cost of housing development.

B Fxamine the effect of zoning ordinances on development costs and the production of

affordable smail lot, attached/duplex units.

B Diagram the number of deparmments that have a role in the approval process and
quantify tlie time it takes from the development appiicaton to approval for different
types of restdenual applications, including affordable projects. Recommend how the
development process can be streambined, especially for affordable projects (sce fast track

approval below).

#@  Assess the impact the role neighborhoad opposition has on the development of

affordable and attached housing.

®  lixamine how the city’s waste removal requirements raise the cost of development.
Many stakeholders said that costs could be reduced if “there were a cheaper way to ue

into the aty’s sewer system.”

Recommendation No. 4—Consider additional development incentives to produce
affordable housing. 'T'he city should consider two changes to encourage developers ro build

affordable housing:

®  Raise fee waivers. ‘The current fee waivers of $2,500 for single family homes and $1.000/unit for
multifamily developments arc helpful, bur not significant enough to make a big difference in
affordability. Addinonal fee waivers would be beneficial.

®  Fast track approval. Projects that mect city targers for affordability should go directly to the top
of the development queue and reccive fast track approval. These projects must contain the
actual development of affordable housing (ie., developments receiving density bonuses by
paying an in-lieu fee would not receive fast track approval). The city should diagram the fast
track approval process and demonstrate the amount of time and cost a developer will save

through fast track approval.

The fast track approval must be carefully constructed and involve developer input. For example,
Denver offers such a program but it is seldom used because the developments eligible for fast
track approval musr wholly comply wirh existing site plans.
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Recommendation No. 5—Supplement existing funding. W'¢ think it is wonderful that the
city has raised funding for affordable housing through its General Obligation Bond; Austin is one of
few cities in the country that has been able o raise money for affordable housing threagh bonding.
The city is also rare in that it annually provides General Fuml monies to support affordable housing
and a portion of redevelopment funds from city-owned properties are dedicared o affordable

housing activities.

However, there is never enough money to mect all affordable housing needs, and the needs of
ould beneiit from

Aunst’s reside
supplementing the bond dollars with other, ONZOING IEVenue soUrces.

The ety should explore alierative revenue sourcees to supplement affordable howusiag fundiag. Many
Western cities—e.g., Reno, Nevada and fucson, Anzona—Ilevy condominium conversion fees and
use these fees to fund housing trusts. 1t is unforrunate that Lexas law prohibits such a revenue
source, which would be a very reasonable method for gencrating funds fior affordable housing,
Currently rental stock is being removed from the inventory and replaced wirly mostly non-affordable
condominiums, which is displacing renters and reducing the overalt affordability of housing in

Austin.

We also recommend that in the future the city exaniine the level of the fec-in-lieu amounts that
developers pay to receive density bonuses under the $.M.AR.T. Housing initiative. At §.50 per
square foot for rentable floor area in the UI‘llVLl’HIt) Neighborhood Ovcrhy it is difficult to imagine

why developers woild not ke the in licu option.

.

Given that the city may not mandate affordable housing, downtown developers currently have two
choices under the current policy framework: pay a $10 per bonus square foot in the dawnrown arca
or scek Central Urban Redevelopment (CURE) Combining District rezoning. Given that, to date,
devclopers have chosen 10 navigate the rezoning process rather than pay the downtawn fee in lieu,
one can deduce that the fee in lieu needs further review to ensure that it is ted to the market. ‘The
current fee in licu may require further evaluation as currently, it does not appear 10 be an artractive
option for developers. Recognizing that the Downtawn Anstin Plan is currently underway, this plan
serves as an additonal opportunity to evaluate the City's density bonvs program.

Recommendation No. 6—Establish a land banking program. ].and banking is a program
whereby land is acquired by a division of government or nonprofit with the purpusc of developing
affordable/workforce housing or engaging in revitalization activities. After a holding period, the land
is sold ta a nonprofit or private developer, often at a price lower than market, who agrees to the land
use conditions (e.g., creation of affordable/workforce housing).

Land bank programs can serve dual purposes. White some programs are created solcly for the
acquisttion of land for future affordable housing development, others have broader long-term
community planning goals. In distressed communities, land banking programs allow cities to acquire
vacant and underperforming parcels, be a catalyst for redevelopment, and to benefit from increased
tax revenues from the propertics. In commmaities with rapidly rising land costs, land banking
programs promisc a long-term savings to taxpayers: for example, when public buildings need to be
constructed. they can be built at less than the cutrent market cost due to the earlier acquisition of the

property by the land bank.
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The Ciry of Austin should establish a land bank to which private property may be donated (with
potential tax benetirs) and public property may be held for future affordable housing development.
The etty can also purchase appropriate parcels 10 add to the land baak as they become avaitable. The
city should explore partnerships with the school districe, utlity companies and other public
ndowners 1o donate the Tand foc affordable housing in exchange for a cectain propoction of the

units that bave first right of refusal o public sector employees (e.g.. teachers).

Recommendation No. 7—Consider alternative financing sources through CDFls,
Community Development Financal Institutions (CID11s) are lending mstitutions with a specific
purpose of serving a parucular community by mcreasing the amount of loan capital in an
underserved arca. The services offered by CDFls differ—some operate nmuch like a tradidonal bank
or crediv unton and oller consumer as well as cottnercial producrs; others operate only 10 make

loans for creaion of affordable bousing,

"The city has several CDFls which provide consumer and small business lending. ‘Ihe city should
constder establishing or expanding its existing CDIl netwark to provide below marker financing 1o
developers of affordable housing. Such a CDFI would cnable nonprofit and private sector
developers to acquire property and begin the early stages of the development process before otber,
more permanent funding sources and federal and state granis are approved. The developers we
tnterviewed for this study agreed that this would be 1 welcome tool 1o support affordable housing

development.

Recommendation No. 8—Replicate and adapt best practice models for Texas. We
recognize that the city is constrained in many ways from using many of the affordable housing tools
that exsst in other cities because of Texas State Law. [or example, Austin cannot adopt the “quick
fix”” of inclusionary zoning that produces the bulk of affordable uniws in many citics.

We recommend, however, that the city collaborate with other high cost Texas communities 10 make
state lawimakers aware of the barriers that some state Iaws create——such as the inability of cities to

provide property tax rehates to low income renters.

P'roperty taxes in Texas are higher than m many other areas in the West, since the state does not have
an mcome tax. In more affordable areas, the impact is not as significant as in a community like
Austin that has bigh home prices in addinon to relatively high property taxes.

The effect of property taxes on Austin residents 15 twofold:

1. Rents arc relatively hugh, as landlords pass on the property taxes to renters. Since renters are
paying mare for rent than in other cities, they have less to save for a downpayment on a
home. This makes homeownership even more difficult to artain.

S8}

Some owners find that their property taxes are mcreasingly more difficult to pay. As their
propertics have appreciated, their taxes have risen considerably. 1Lower income owners and
those on fixed incomes (scruors and persons with disabilities) may find the tax increases
unmanageable. If they dectde to sell their homes, they will realize income from the gain in
value—however, they will most likely need to move out of the city to afford another home.
In addition, it can be very stressful and difficult for seniors and persons with disabilities to

manage 1 move.
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Several eities and siates have addressed ihis issue by providing rebates of property taxes to lower
income renters. New York City has such a program, as does the State of Minnesora. Property owners
ate required to provide renters witdh an annual statement showing how much of their renr was made

up of property taxes; renters then file for a rental rebate once a year,

Austin could provide property tax relief to owners, bat the city is prevented by state law from
targeting the relief based on income. As such, it would be diffienlt to pravide an adequate benefit to
low income owners without realizing.a tremendous loss ia city revenues. Although we recognize
these barriers, we still recommend that the city investigate ways to provide property tax relief under
state law and work with other similar comanmities to bring this barrier to the attention of lawmakers.

,
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SECTION 1.
introduction

In fall 2008, BBC Research & Consulung was contracted by the City of Austin’s Neighbornod
Flousing and Communiry Development Department to conduct a comprehensive housing market

study for the cny.
The pnmary purpose of the study was to identity the greatest housiag needs in Austin now and in the
futare, quanuly these needs and assist e aty with prioritizing how to address existing aud lulure

housing nceds. A sccondary purpose was to develop a daabase of current sociceconomic and

housing informaton for the city.

Methodology

The primary data and information sourees used in the analyss inclade the following:
®  Populanon and household levels and projections from the aity demographer;

B Social and cconomic mformaton from the U.S. Bureau of the Census' 2007 American
Community Survey (ACS) and 2000 Census;

B Employinent data front the l'exas Workforce Commussion and the Bureau of Labor Sta tstics:
®  Major Limployer data from the Austin Chamber of Commerce;

®  Wage data from the Bureaw of Labor Statistics and Ilconomic Modeling Specialists, Inc. (EMSI)
data from Capiial Area Counedl of Governments (CAPCOG);

®  Rental data from Austin Investor Interests and M/PF Yieldstar;

®  Data on subsidized reatal units from the Housing Authonity of the City of Austin (1ITACA),
Housing Authonty of Travis County (HATC) and City of Austin Consolidated Plan;

®  Daa on lustorical building permits from the city planning department;
®  Data on home resales—2008 lisungs and historical—from the Austin Board of Realtors; and

®  Data from three survey efforts of residents in Austin: 1) A staustically significant telephone
survey of residents representative of the city overall; 2) A statistically significant telephone
survey of residents carning less than §55,000 per year; and 3) An online survey of residents
carning less than $100,000 per year.
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Geographic Level of Analysis

Flus study was conducred within the boundares of the Cay of Austin: i was not a regional study or a
study 10 support development in a parieular rnarket area. Where data were readily available, we
compared Austin with surrounding comumunities, particularly in assessing growth trends. We also

analyzed and mapped data at the submarket level; these maps appear througliout the report.

Report Outline
‘Fhe remuinder of the report is made up of the following scetions:

B  Section Il. Socioeconomic Profile. Lhis section provides information on population

growtly, houschold chamcteristics, ncome and poverty and cinploymen.

®  Section . Citizen Surveys. This secuion contaius the resulis of the three survey cftoris

conducted for the study.

®  Section IV. Housing Profile and Cost. This scction provides tnformation on Austin's
existing housiug stock in rerms of tenure (rcntcr/owncr), cost and affordability and

condition.

®  Section V. Housing Affordability Analysis. ‘Ius section exanunes the alfordability of
housing in Austin through a model that compares the supply of housing at different
g 2 | ) B :
price points to demand by houschold income level. It demonstrates where Austin’s

housing market is uuder-serving residents with housing needs.

®  Section VI Challenges and Opportunities This section contains feedback from the
focus groups and public meenngs that were conducted for the study and ideutifies the
maay challenges and oppertunitics before the city.

®  Section V. Recommendations. This secuon contains our recommendations for

addressing housing needs.
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SECTION Il.
Socioeconomic Profile

Articles abound with recommendations for relocanng 10 Austin, deseribing the city as “where your
maoney goes the farthesi”™ “onc of America’s most livable big cities;” and the “second hest big city in

America wo hive.”

Itis casy 1o understand why the city generates such positive reviews: Austin has become one of the
naton’s leading providers of rechnologieal innovition, and tt has quickly risen to contain one of the
largest technology based mduqlnes in the country. It also serves as the state of T'exas’ capital, which
not only creates cmplo; ment oppommmcs but also helps auract a diversity of residents, making
Austin a thriving cultural hub. In addition, the city hosts a major university with many top-recognized

programs and has histoncally been well-known for its active music scene.

Austin’s socoeconomic fabric 1s unique, combining the qualities of a large city, state capital, college town

and national technology hub into one metropolitan area.

"The city 15 also changing, becoming more diverse, more expensive, older and, despite rising housing costs,
increasingly poor. Key socioeconomic characteristics of the city include:

®  After a rapid increase in the 1990s, population growth has slowed since 2000, primarily due to a
technology-induced recession early in the decade. Growth in central Austin is attributed equally
to net migration and natural increase (imore births than deaths). In contrast, growth on the
outskirts of the city is mostly duc to new residents moving in. In fact, despite containing a small
portion of the Ausun-Round MSA’s overall population, cities like Round Rock, Georgetown and
Cedar Park have absorbed a dispropartionate amount of the MSA’s population growth.

8 Downtown and central Fast Austin neighborhoods will continue densification hetween now and
2020, growing faster than what the city overall has experienced in the last few years. The exterior
portions of the city, which currently contain few residents, will evolve 10 honse larger

propartions of Austin’s popalation.

& Like many communities across the country, Austin has a large percentage of Baby Boomers. 1f
the aging residents remain in Austin into retirement, they will create a gap in Austin’s workforce
as they exit the workforce. This may be good news for Ausun’s population of recent college
graduates, which has gradually decreased over time. Residents in this age cohort may be finding
employment elsewhere or leaving as Austin becomes more expensive than other cities in Texas.

B liven with a technology-related recession in the early portion of this decade, Anstin’s cconomy
has remained strong, with continued employmeat and wage growth. High-paying professional and
financial service jobs, located primarily in central Austin, have experienced strong growth in
recent years, while manufactunng and information employment opportunities have left Austin.
The city appears to be bucking the economic downmin so prevalent in other parts of the nation,
at least in the short-run.
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B Austin’s employmentis concentrated in downtown Austin and along the Mo-1'ac corridor.

Fuiure emiployment opportuniiics ste expected to continue m locare within these enmplovment
3 . plo

_centers, while emplayment growth nutside of these areas will privearily be associaled widh rerail

and personal services, which often Incate near residential growih. Future pup\llariun arowth ts

pmijected ta be strongest on the ourskires of [hc city, creating the potential for more congestion

within the ciiy.

The remainder of this section contuins information on r\usnn 5 pnpuhnon and household

C{)ITIPOQIUOII and €CONVMic COﬂdltlUﬂH

Population and Household Composition

Population. Neardy 750,000 pcopIL currently reside in the city of Austin.' Huhsmnml growth

occurred in f\umn during the 19905, 1- [:JWL\rcr growth has slowed in die recent dLC'ldL, the

compound sdverage annual growth ratce in the 19905 averaged 3 percent, as compared to 2 pereent

bcr.\vu‘n 20001 and 2008.° A reclmnl()gy'-induccd recession began in Austin in 2001 and continned

until 2006, which directly affected populatian growth.

Exhibi¢ 1-1 displays Austin’s historic populaton growth since 1900, as well the compound average annual

growth accompanying cach interval.

Exhibit11-1.

Historicai Population Growth, City of 'Austin, 1900 to 2008

T,

R L Y e A
ompoun Annua
e S5 TR (s

arowth Rata

e R O Tty

pulatian’,f??
1900 22,258
1910 29,860
1920 34,876
1930 53,120
1940 87,930
1950 132,459
1960 186,545
1970 251,808
1980 345,890
1990 465,622
1991 476,447
1992 482,296
1993 492 862
1994 508,336

3.0%
1.6%
4.3%
5.2%
4.2%
3.5%
3.0%
3.2%
3.0%
2.3%
1.2%
2.2%
3.1%

526,128
548,043
567,566
613,458
629,769
656,562
669,603
680,899
687,708
692,102
700,407
718,912
735,088
750,525

Source: .5, Census Bureau and the City of Austry Demographer Ryan Robinson

' 2007 ACS estimate 15 749,659, The 2008 \usipy Demographer and Planmng Depaniment’s esumate 1s 750,525, The Texas

Ssate Demagrapber had a January 1, 2008 csiimate of 736,172,

-

" The anmmal growth rare berween 1997 a1 1998 was notincluded in the caleudanan, as the city annexed a number of large,

popuiated tracts that araficially inflated population. In sher words, the addiional pppalation was attributed snlcly o the

addition of land.
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Exhibie H-2 shows the number of penple that bive in each Census Tract in Austin. Austin’s West
Uhversity and Riverside neighborhoods are the most dense neighborhoods avithin the city, with
average densities greater than 10 households per acre. This means that each houschold lives on a ot
averagng 4408 square feet. The University Neighborhood Overlay (LINO) plan for the West
Unwversity neighborhood has incited much of the new growth, whicls currendly allows for waller
resideatial and mixed-use stuctures than what was previously allowed for by the city. According o
Austin’s Demographer, “long-dormant market demand for an expanded housing stock near the

University of ‘T'exas has been unleashed ander the UNO plan.”?

Neighborhoods directly north of the University of Texas campus, South Lamar and north Austin
contain the next densest neighborhoods. Despite having high density residential downtown, the
downtown Censwes ‘I'racts bick overall sesidentio/ deusity because of the exteasive eommercial

development that exists there,

Exhibit 1i-2. )
Popuiation Density by Census Tract, City of Austin, 2008

1 egend
Less than | HH pet Acre
e 5 HH per Acre
Sto IMHH per Ace
- Createl thutr 10 HH per Acre

ra

Note: Density calcrifated by using total acieage within a Censis Tract. There is no consideration lor developable land witliin each Census Tracl, which
may skew density calcutations.

Source:  Claritas 2008

7 City of Mustin Papudation and Tnnseludds Farceast by ZH! Crde”, Crry of Aastin Edéms wrphec
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Drivers of growth. The city of Austin’s muaicipal boundaries are contamed within four conaties.
Populaton growrh within the four counties has been atiribured to varying propoctions ol narura
increase and act mugration, Natural increase indicares that within  given year, bicths outmumbered
deaths. Net migration is the di fference between new residents moving into the city and residenrs

MOV DL

Since 1990, population growth in Travis County, which contains the largest porton of
Austin, was attributed equally ro natural increase and net migration. Tu other words, not only
have residents continwed moving into Travis County, they have also been having children.

Population growth in the outlying counties of Bastrop, Hays and Williamson Couatics has
primartly heen auribneted to net migeation—that s, growih on rh(:‘])CI'ii)hel')' of Austin s

mostly generated from new resideats moving into these counties. For example, in Bastrop
Counry, 80 percent of the growth between 2000 and 2007 was due (o more penple moving
into the arca than moving out. Exhibit 11-3 displays the components of population change

fur the four counties containing Austin.

Exhibit 11-3.
Components of Population Change, Bastrop, Hays, Travis and Williamson Counties,

1990 to 1999 and 2000 to 2007 r

Bastrop 14,298 2,853 11,396 14,532 3,061 11,613

Hays ) 27,141 5,996 21,149 43,906 8,024 36,145
Travis 150,615 71,992 78,534 162,081 77,988 87,433
Williamson 101,30 18,570 82,087 i 123,381 28,285 96,200
Note: Two additional components of densographic change—net lederal inovement and a residuat— are not included in the Census calculation. Tlhus,

natuzal increase and net migration witl not add to total population growih,

Source;  Census Population Estimales

The once rural cities outside of Austin have also recently begun absorbing new growth, Although
Austin still comprises a very large portion of the Austin-Round Rock MSA, other cities within the
region have grown faster than Austin since 1990, absorbing a disproportionate amount of population
growth. For example, Round Rock and Georgetown have tripled in population since 1990, while
smaller cities like Pflugerville and Leander have grown between 500 and 600 percent in the last 17

years.
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Lixhibit H-4 presents growth dara for the Austin- Rnund Rock MSA and the communities containing

much of the M3.\s p:)pul'mun

Exhibit I1-4.
Population Growth for the Austin Round-Rock MSA and Municipalities, 1990 to 2007

-AustinMSA 781,572 (,249,763 1565606 784,034 -

Austin 465,577 656,562 728,821 263,244 57% 2% 47% 34%
Round Rock 30,923 61,136 " 98,105 67,182 217% 496 6% 9%
Cedar Park 5161 26,049 51,062, 45,901 889% 9% 3% 6%
Georgelown 14,842 28,339 45,565 30,?;3 ©207% 4% 3% 4%
Pflugerville 4,444 16,335 32439 27,995 630% 8% v+ 2% 4%
Kyle 2,108 . 5304 23,367 21,259 1008% 99 i 1% 3%
Leander 3,398 7,59 22,116 = - 18,718 5519 7% LS 2%
Bastrop 4,044 5,340 8,261 4,217 104% 3% 1% 1%
Buda T1,795 2,404 5,827 4,032 225% 4% 0% 1%

Notew:  Population totals Ipr e iunicipalities will not aggtegate to total population of the MSA. The 2007 papulation tuniber lor Austin is ftoin the Texas
State Data Center to remaht ransisteot with data lot other nnnicipalities. Previous Austin population statistics tilized the Cetrsus and the Austio
demographet’s population estinates, o .

Source: \’FU 5. Census and Texas State Data Centet

Residency and foreign immigration. Limited mobility occurred within Austin between 2006 and
2007, as 72 percent of Austin’s residents remained in the same residence. Berween 1995 and 2000,
just 36 percent of Austin’s populativn remained within the same home. Another 30 percent moved
to a different home within the county. The remaining one third moved into Austin from another part

of T'exas, from a different state or from outside the U.S.

Data suggest that the large siudent population accounis for most of the movement occurring within
Austin. Of the nearly 162,000 residents moving within or to Austin from another residence in the
same county, a different county or a different state between 2006 and 2007, 59 percent of those
residents have never been married and 48 percent had household incomes less than $25,000.

Exhibit 11-5.
City of Austin Residency in 1995 to 2000 and 2006 to 2007

Same House 219,521 36% 430,148 72%

Different House within same county 180,509 30% 100,665 17%

Different House in Texas 107,425 18% 4i,032 7%

Different House in a different state ' 61,588 10% 20,086 3%

Abroad ' 40,730 7% 8,115 1%
Total ' 609,773 600,046

Source:  U.5. Census Bureau, 2000 and 2007,
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Age. .\ustin is notalone as it watches its large population of “Baby Boumers™ enter into retirement.
Between 2000 and 2007, Austin experienced a distriburional shift in the overall age composiiion of

1s residents, which now includes more residents aged 45 1o 04

Conversely, Austin appeass to be losing resideats aged 18 6 24, or, at minimum, 18 o 24 years olds
are compnsing a smaller proportion of Anstin’s population. Beaveen 2000 and 2007, Austin is
estimated to have 8,500 fewer residents aged 18 to 24 years old. deereasing the overall proporton of
college-aged and recent graduate residents residing in Austin. In 2000, 18 to 24 years olds comprised
I6 percent of Austin’s population. In 2007, 18 to 24 year olds comprised 13 percent of the

population.

ixhibit 11-6 displays how the age distribution had changed in Anstin siace 1990,

Exhibit 11-6.
Age of Residents in Austin, : Under 5
1990, 2000 and 2007

FEITETRET TR /2,543 4 B 000
TERIEL T 00,978
114,025

517

Source: .
115, Census Bureau, 2000 and 7607, ; e el 50,088
18024 SRR Bl 107,658
99,124

; : SRR 107 272
2510 34 RS MR NEIR SRS Ty 138,4)) B 2000
- 153,529
3510 45
45 (0 64 Sn,60
155,965 2007
65 and ofder |
L) T T T T T
0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25% 100%

Household characteristics. |n 2007, the Census estimated that 306,693 houscholds resided in the
city of Austin. [Houschold growth has slowed during this decade, as compared to the previous
decade. Between 1990 and 2000, Austn added an average of 7,350 households each year. An average
of 5,800 households have been added since 2000. In other words, in the 19905, 20 new households
were established each day within Austin. In this decade, 16 new households move into Austin each

day.

Household size. The average household size in Austin is 2.39. Owners have slightly larger average
househald sizes, as shown in Exhibit 11-7, In 2000, Austn’s average household size was 2.4, Owners
had a higher average household size in 2000 of 2.72 and renters had a slightly lower average
household size of 2.14.

Exhibit I1-7.

Average Household
Size by Tenure, City of
Austin, 2007

Source:
U.S. Cerrsus Bureau 2007. Owner-Occupied Housing Units

Rener-Occupied Housing Unils
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Average housclhwold size varies wrcﬁly by race and ethnicity. In 2007, the average household size for
Austin was 2.39.F for honscholds racially defined as Some Gther Race, which often includes Fhspanic
houscholds, the av erage houschold size was 3.45. White hauscholds in Austin had an av erage
houschold size of 2.20. By cthaicity, Hispanic households had an average houschold size of 3.29, as

compared to a much lower average household size of 2.07 for non-Hispanic housceholds.

Exhibit 11-8.

Average Household

Size by Race and

Ethnicity, City of

Austin, 2007

Souicer ' ) .Race

LS. Consin Bure.n 7007, . Americun ladian and Alaska Nalive Alare 2.73
Asian Alone . 2.40
Black ar African American Alone 2.56
Native Hawaiian and Other Pacilic Islander Alone 2.44
‘White Alone 2.20
Some Other Race Alone 3.45
Tw‘o or Mare Races 2.61

" Ethnicity:

Hispanic/Latino 3.29
Non-Hispanic/latino 2.07

Household type. The Census divides households into two types: family hovseholds and non family
- o - P -1

households. Family houscholds are comprised of two or more reluted people living together.

Nowfamily houscholds are made up of people living alone or living with unrelated individuals.

Auvstin contains a slightly larger family houschold population (52 percent) than non-family houschold
populaton (48 percent) as shown in Fxhibit 11-9.

Exhibit 11-9. Other famiy
City of Austin
Household
Type, 2007
Source: Married Couples Mon_family
ithout Chitd Households
U 5. Census Bureau 2007, without ('1 8;:;‘ (48%)
Marned Couples
with Chilcien
(199%)

Exhibit TI-10 on the following page presents houschold composition for Austin, as well as for cites
with similar demographic and economic characteristics. Austin is similar to Portland, Oregon and
Denver in thar overall hovsehold composition, as the population is divided evenly between family and

non-family houscholds.

4. . .
Families can be relateal throvgeh barth, marnage or adapiien.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION I}, PAGE 7



INITINSNO D B HOUVISIY 5gg 8 30V4 ‘It NOILDIS

"£O0Z NE2ING SNSUAD 'S 1amas

0¢6'LE SEE'9VC 13770 4°r4 te0'8€z 075'60Z £69'90¢ Sployasnoy jejo]
%97 6546 %9C £95°¢9 %LZ  961°¢L %9z  SSZ'LY %TT  $§9'9b %Lz 9te's9 13p|oYasnoH 3jetlay
%It 930718 %S¢ £25°29 %67 Lzs'es %re LiL‘es %0Z  SBO'LE %97  ¥Lg'os 19pioyasnoy ey
%85 S181LT %Lls  980°9Z1 %LS  LLL'6bL %6  99£'/LL %Iy Opl'i8 %8P  0SL9TL sproyasnoy Ajwejuop

JUSig puogsni oN

169 $02'T %0l 099'bZ %8 6vE0T %0l 958'¢Z HEL 091772 %Ll L1822t ‘1apjoyasnoly appwias e
w2531 34\ ON

%E ozL'L %t LOE‘0L %E £69°8 %t 218 %9 78221 %S SL6°5L Uapjoyasnol oy ¢

%6 §7e's Y%k 196'vE %Ll ZhO'6Z %¥FL  895°CE %6l Zib'st %9l 95/'8p Anwed 13430
%07  §59'/ %8l 0E£L'br %6l 080°0S %Lz  9£L'0% %IZ  90B'SH WHL  ZULLYS uaippiyy oN ¢
%kl SZUS %9l §SSOv %FL  bLL9E %9l LE¥sE %Ll 28598 %6l S/0'4S UBIPIYD YUM @
%r: 0871 %SE  §BZ'S8 %EE  b6L'9E %LE L5188 %6E  BELTR %IE  LBLLLL -Anweq aidnod-paiepy
%Iy  SOL'9L %6F  6FZT'OTL %Er  9ET'SLL %LS  $TL0ZL %8S 082121 %S  e¥s'o9l sployasnoy Ajwey

S
AT

UDI12,

,ﬂ. T D
by

£00Z ‘>dA1 ployasnoy upsny jo L1
OL-11 Ngpyx3



Race and ethnicity. 1"xhibit - 11 presents race and ethnicity data for Ausnn’s residents in 2007, 4 s

shown e the Pxhubin the majoriy of Austin's residents—=63 percent—are White, The nexi linrest
p— e (P - - =

racial categary is Some Cither Race at 20 percent.” Thitty-five percent of the population is of

Hispanic origin,

Exhibit 11-11.

Race and Ethnicity,

City of Austin, 2007

Source: American.indian and AIaska_Nalive Alone 4,810 1%

U'S Certsirs Butéau 2007. Asian Alone, ; 42,818 6%

' B]ack or Alrican American Alone 60,971 8%
Nalive Hawaiian and Olheg'Pacilic Islander Alone 818 0%
White Alone 471,296 63%
Some Ollner‘Race Ajone 152,133 20%
Two &f More Races 16,813 2%
- Ethnicity

Hispattic/Lalino 260,535 35%
Non-Hispanic/Lalino 489,124 65%

The city of Austin Demographer Ryan Robinson recently identified Austin as a ctty with “na
majority”, nat because af a lack of “absolute grawth in the totaf number of Anglo houscholds in
Austin, but rather because the growth of other ethnic groups has autpaced the growth of Angla
houscholds.”™ his is true, primarily for Austin’s Hispanic populatian, which has seen substanual
growth since 1990. Hispunic residents comprised 21 percent of Austin’s population in 1990 and 31
percent of the populauon in 2000. Currently, more than one 1n three Anstin residents are of | lispanic
origin, making it Austin’s fastest growing papulation.

The geographical distribution of the lispanic population has changed berween 2000 and 2008. Since
this is the city’s largest minority group and the fastest growing, the geographic changes are more
prominent. Although areas of the city that contained large concentrations of Latino residents in 2000
have not lost these residents, new arcas now contain larger concentratinns of residents of Flispanic

origin, such as cast and south Austin, as scen in Exhibit 11-12.

he Census considers | hspanic as ao etlusic caregory rather thas a sactal category. The Sume Oilier Race categary
uicludes penple who did not indicare s race when completing the Census survey. Tl category olren includes persons of
Hispanic descenr who do not consider themselves Whire.

"Fhe Top “T'en Big Demographic Tremds in Austis, Fexas", Fornd o the Austio Denograpber’s website:
P = 2y i

http:/ fwww. claustin.tx.as /deatograpliics/
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Income

Median Hamily income. or MiFL is used by the Depactment of Housing and Urban Development
(HUD) state and local policy makers ra quaiify houscholds for housiag progeams. Mi‘l is the same
for all commnnities located within the Austin-Round Rock Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). The
Ml for rhe Austin-Round Rock MSA, and subscquently Austin, is $69,100. The following
classifications utilize MIT to define income levels: extremely low—Iless than 30 perceat of MEI, very
80 to 120

low income—30 to 50 percent af MFI| iow —50 to 80 perceat of Nl moderate
sercent of MF{, and moderate to high income—erenter than 120 percent of MEL
] 4 g P

Low and moderate Income breakdown. Austin houscholds are evealy distributed throughout
the five income classifications defined hy THUD, In 2007 the lrgest proportion of houscholds - 78
percent—was considered “moderate to high incame”, carning geeater than $103,650, Niaeteen
percent of Austin households were considered extremely low income, carning less than $20,730 per
year (30 percent or less of MEI). An additianal 36 percent of households were considered cither very

low or low income.

Exhibit 11-13. ] Extremely Low
Income Distribution by Area i i e, Income (19%)

Moderate 10 High & 1% $20.730
Median Income of Househoids, income (28%) It < §20,
City of Austin, 2007 > 182.920 b

Source: 1HHUD and U.5. Census Bureau 2007,

Very Low
income {1 7%)

$20,73010 §34,550

Moderale
Income (17%})

$55,28010 382,920
Low Income (19%)

134,550 10 §55,280

Famlly and household. The U.S. Census estimates aad reports both family median aad household
median income. Median household income is wsually lower thaa median family income, since
houschold income includes single-person honscholds and unrelated persons fiving together (e.g.,
students). That is, the median family income category has a lasger proportion of two-carner
houscholds, who usually have higher earnings than one-person households.

In 2007, the family median income for the City of Austin was $63,116. This means chat in 2007,
exactly half of Austin’s families carned less than $63,116 and exacdy lalf earned more. The
household median income in 2007 was a lower $48.966.
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Race/ethnicity and income. Asian houscholds were Ausiin’s highest carmers 11 20007, with a
<

median household income of $60,797. White houscholds were the next highest earning houscholds

with a metian houschold tncome of $36.277. African American houschalds had the Iowest median

mcame of §28.161 tn 2007, Haruing power also varied greatly by cthnicity: Hispauic hauscholds

carned 33 percent less than non-f lispanic houscholds.

Exhibit 11-14.

Median Income by Race and
Ethnicity, City of Austin, 2007

MNate:

N/A inrlicates that thete was not errough inlornation available 1o

reporl median income and preserve conlidentiality

Saurce:
U.5. Census Bureay 2007,

Overall for Austin 3 48,966
Race
Alrican Ametican b3 28,161
American Indian and Alaska Natgive 3 47,758
Asian 3 60,797
Native Hawaiian N/A
White 3 56,277
Some Other Race $ 36,496
Two or More Races ] 46,549
Ethnicity
Noi Hispanic 3 60,285
Hispanic 3 39,983

Distribution. Fxhibit [1-15 displays the geographic distribution of houscholds in Austin carning

tess than $25,000 in 2000 and in 2008. The map shows the percent of households in cach aren that

carn léss than $25.000. Low income houscholds are largely concentrated on the eastern and central

portions of the city and around U, which primarily houses the student population.

Exhibit l}-15.
Location of Low
Income Households
in Austin,

2000 and 2008

Note

Percentage represents 1he percent
ol hoviseholds eaming less than
$25,000 ol 1olal households
within the Census Tracl

Source
.5, Census and Clarilas, 2008,

w1

Leqenrl

TR Uinverary 13
1Bota 15%
16% 1o 30%

B sivet0 s0me

- 51% of toty
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Poverty. The poverty threshold is.established at the federal level andis npdated annually. Tuis
adjusted for houschold size. but not by geographic area, except for Alaska and Fawaii.’ In 2007, a
family of 3 15 considered to be-in poverty it the houschold carns less than $17,170. A tanuly of 15

. . e 8
considered o be in poverty if the houschold earns less than $20,650.

In 2007, 18 percent of peoplein Austin, or about 129,000 people, lived below the poverty threshold.
The poverty rate is the highest for 18 to 24 year olds, which includes college-aged residents; more
than one in three 18 10 24 year olds were living below the poverty direshold. The second most
common age group to be living i poverty ave children under the age of 5; nearly 17,000 children, or
28 percent of residents under the age of 5, are living in poverty.

Poverty rates are lowest for the city’s residents aged 35 to 64, which inchudes a number nl adabrs
advanced in their careers. fixhibit 1-16 shows the percentage of Austin’s population living in poverty
by age cohort.

o

Exhibit 11-16.
Poverty by Age, City of Austin, 2007

Source;
Census 2000 and American
Community Survey, 2007.

181024 34,478 27% 35%

' 251034 24,959 19% < 16%

: . 35t044 ~ 12,401 - - 10% 10%
4510 64 11,756 9% 8%

65andolder - 4,581 4% 10%

Yixhibit 11-17 shows poverty rates by family type. Female houscholders with no spouse represent the
houschold type most likely to be living in poverty. Nearly one in three female-headed houscholds are
living in poverty. More specifically, 38 percent of female-headed houscholds with children were livinys
in poverty in 2007.

Exhibit 11-17.

Poverty by Family
Type, City of
Austin, 2007
Married Coupie 6,921 37.5% 6.2%
Source: With Children o 6,187 33.5% 10.8%
B Withou Children 734 4.0% 1.3%
Maie Householdet, No Spouse 2,027 11.0% 12.7%
With Children 1,346 7.3% 19.29%
Without Children 681 3.7% 7.6%
Femaie Househoider, No Spouse 9,520 51.5% 29.0%
With Children 7,887 42.7% 37.9%
Without Children 1,633 8.8% 13.6%
Total Families in Poverty 18,468 11.5%

7. . . ) -
lhesetore, the poverty threshold o Maabattan, New York 5 the same as in Mot North Dakim,

8 2007 Federal Poverty (;l_ridulincs: l1ttp:.-","aspc.hI)s.gnv;'l'()\’i_{l{'l'\‘/(}?ps wertv.shiml
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Exhibie H-18 examiacs poverty by race and ethaictty. As shown in the exhibit, most liouscholds

living below the poverty line in Aastin arc racially classified as White (47 percent of houscholds

carning less than $20,000, which comprise most of Austin’s population. Afncan Americans

experience a high percenrage of poverty within theiv race; neardy nae i three African Americans m

Austin are living below the poverty threshold, Individuals of Some Qther Race also have 2 relatively

high incidence of poverty; 26 percent of Ausun’s residents characterzed as “Some Other Race” are

impovershed.

Exhibit 11-18.
Poverty Status for
the Population, by
Race/Ethnicity, City
of Austin, 2007

Note:

The poverly inmverse is a subset ol Ie
total poprilation covered by ie ACS.
Spedilicslly, the universe excludes
unrelated childrerr under 15 years,
people living in mstitirtional group
quarters, and those living in college
dormitaries nr military barracks. Thus,
total race and ethnicity numbers will
not equral race and ethnicity statistiss
provided 1or the 1otal population.

Source:
U.5. Census Bureau 2007.

Race
Asian 6,377 54% 15%
Black/African America 19,013 15% 32%
White 60,254 47% 13%
Some Other Race 39,734 31% 26%
Two or More Races 1,854 1% 11%
Tota) 127,232
Ethnicity
Hispanic 59,21 58% 23%
Non-Hispanic 42,224 42% 12%
Total 101,445

Poverty among children under the age of 5 has increased in Austin since 1990. In 1990, 23 percent of

Austn residents living in poverty were under the age of 5 in 2007, 28 percent of residents living in

poverty are less than 5 years old. Lixhibit 11-19 displays poverty by age.

Exhibit 11-19.

Trends In Poverty Rates
by Age, City of Austin,
1990, 2000 and 2007

Source:
Census, 2007 and
U.5. Census Bimeau, 1990 and 2000.

B 990 2000 2007
100% -
HES) 28% E
23%
21% 21%
20%- e -
179%
12%
10%
10% = 9%
0% . T
Undec 5 5t0 t7 65 and olde¢
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Educational attainment, According 1 the Census, 43 percent of Anstin’s residents have a
Baclelor’s degree or higher. Austin boasis a populaton of residents with college degrees ov hizher
sunilar 1o cities ke Denver (39 percent) and Pordund (38 pereent). The percentage of Dallas”
residents with a college degree or higher trails Ausun, as 27 percent of Dallas’ residents have

obrained a degree from a insunition of higher educatinn.

Exhibit 1i-20.
Educational Attainment:
for the Population over
25, City of Austin, 2007 Less than 9™ grade 46,432 10%
o— 916 12" grade, no diploma 36,366 8%
LS. Comyas Bucear 2007. High school graduale (includes cquivalency) 80,077 17%
Some rollege, no degree 85,286 18%
Associale's degree 25,824 5%
Bachelor's degree . 123,493 26%
Graduate degree l_ 79,257 7%

Economic Conditions

Current employment. As of Seprember 2008, the city of Austin had 402,638 jobs.” This was an

increase of approximacely 6,600 jobs since 2005.

The Austin-Round Rock MSA and Travis County serve as a geographic proxy for the city ol Austin,

as defailed employment data is not available at a municipal level

Per the second quarter of the 2008 (2Q08) Quarterly Census of Employment and Wages (QCEW),
lr'n is County, TX contuined 579,540 jobs and 24,62 firms." The average weekly wage for all jobs
in Travis County was $928, which equates to an average annual wage of $48,256.""

The Ausun-Ronnd Rock MSA contained 770,521 jobs and 33,830 firms in the 2Q08 QCEW. The
average weekly wage for all jobs in the MSA was $879, or an average annual wage of $45.708."°
Exhibit 11-21 on the following [;mgc displays-the overall employment distribution for Travis County
and the Ausan-Round Rock MSA. 7

? Lexas Workfuree Coammission 1abar Market Inforimation (LM Lascal Area Unemplovment Stagsnes {(LALUS). LAUS dara does 1ol
cuneamn iabisiry-level dma and s masily mtended 1o esumatc inemploymenn rages.

QW csmares and LALS csimates are not ol compared, us they nse very differens methndalogies. Thus, i s difficull 1
deteemine what portion arjnbs 1 Travis County arc within the city of Aastin by comparting LAUS estinntes for Ausin and QCLEW
estmaees by Travis Countyand the Austn-Round Ruck MSA.

L Assumes 1 52 wark weeks ina year. As . point of comparison, the aveage weekly wage Far1he stare of Texas Qe the 2008 was $849,

whacl equates to an annual average wage of S44, 148,

=
2 \wstmes 2 52 wock wiork yalr,
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Exhibit 1I-21. Travis Counly

Employment G s e AR

Composition, Austin- 3 g
Round MSA and el i

Travis County, 2008 e , gaa

Hole [ —

. - T
Iudlnistries that contain less thair 5%

Rl st sson
ol tolal employment were nol e et =4
itrcluded.

e rrdenr B
Source: Fotbarn i o At v e (4%
IS5t the v ey [

Texas Worklorce Corrrmissiorr Ih b 101 P S
Quarterly Censuirs of Employtnent 1t fesaveing (%] Austin-Round Rock MSA
and Wages (QCEW). Abrurgesneid atnf hanip 4 Pralivca ench el al

RN,

Puibls Admiiisranon L 7%

CHLLY

1% |
Lonuiutbon | 7%]
Matupenen i of ©amparse ;
o Htedprr (1 Othei Lepeiel (4]
. ‘ Masnlaciunng (3961

Acromimadatien ans
Frod hervces (0%) Ji
Wholewde T2ade [$%)

Arly Lalenainent, and £
Ascreanan [ 296

Hedilh Cave and Sodeal = Re1l Teagie | 119
Aveylange | 10%)

Tranyportabon ana
Waehoyying (2%)
" Infoimabon { 3%

Echucawind’ Senvces (f (4} Finance and Imwnanre (4%

Eeal Ene and Renual

Adminislshive and Waile and Leasing | 2%)
Serncer (7%) Pradestinsal and Technical
Sereoes (BW)

g et
Compared with the state of Texas, the Austin reginn s a larger proportion of public administration
iobs, due to Austin’s role as the staie’s capital. The Anstin area also has a larger proportinn of
professional and business service jobs, which includes jobs related to the high-tech industey in Austin.
Most jubs related to public administration and professional and business services, which also comprise
umwst of Anstin’s highest paying jobs, reside in I'ravis County, indicating that these jobs lie in central
Austin, as opposcd to one of the fast growing ontlying conununities.

Exhiblt 11-22.
Employment Composition, Austin-Round MSA, Travis County and Texas, 2008
. (exay Travis Connty Atitin Roud Rock MSA
100%
—r
24%
2 2 s
= -3
21% § -
2
18% £ :é
L 4]
4
(s Nl O
129 z g g
- 2
9% 5. 2
g% 2
696 b 2 #
g £ 83 2
391 - % e g
0% = Cl i £t
Hotueat Convsurton Lisnutaciunng Trade, [ —— AU Lestutr ang AT Purte L
Resiares Tramspatiaon Atrvmn. and Heatth Sereces Hopitaliny Adrinni o
A Myrwnn and Lk LI 2

Tervicer

Source:  Texas Worklorce Commission Quarerly Cerrsus of Employmend arrd Wages (QCEW),
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A

Exhibit 11-23 displays histone coplovment and wages for the Avstin-Round Rock RMSA between
M andd 2008,

Exhibit H-23.
Employment and Average Weekly Wages, Austin-Round MSA, 2000-2008

et O =" 5 g =_§",.'.-1, T e

Comlrsction 43,588 45,054 41,023 40, | 9o 40,066 42,597 47,13 51,983 51436 17.7%

Educatsney and 125,445 129,181 132,558 135810 140,148 146,040 145,065 152,272 161 286 1B b
Health Services

Fnanoal Actbviiier 16,39 17,263 4,580 19888 19,013 L EE] 42, M0 45,112 45,778 16,0%

fndai mulsun 24,430 23637 1307 21,967 FARE ! 2237 22,573 23,133 21,691 11 7%

Leaswire sowd Msoyniality al ik e 042 3, 310 -ERT M, 245 £ ARk Bi,da% a4, S0 354k

Manutac g 21,897 FE025 63917 58,430 LR Fiy 57001 58,782 &0,596 59,088 -27.9%

Haural Resources 2,144 2,430 2,430 2129 2136 12a7 1645 1,739 1778 T8 %
and Marsing

Dahen Servaes 20,EB65 21,823 21,790 21,73 22,700 24,08 2499 25,967 27061 29 T

Prafessionsl and §2.2T8 P2085 BBAT2 84,603 A9 938 96,963 100,729 109, 550 LRERE E 23.3%
Business Senvices

Public Adrrinastralion 51,215 53,167 54,156 34,971 0,078 50,421 52,801 54,517 S&471 10.3%

Trade, Transportaticn 120,178 24, 184 §21, 742 18,164 120,038 129,105 132 420 141 pd5 144923 20.6%
arvd Uslibies.

Uniclawibed 205 - 509 563 FB2 a4 1,000 1,094 HOS Shd 175 1%

Total 662,190 &71.623 654,237 e4FTV6 &S6I9T  GBT.IDG  TI4,2M2  Ts06eE  TROAD LLRE

Construction w2 1688 707 719 723 $768 1314 1844 855 27.2%

Education and 5551 1585 $ale LEE 1658 676 594 2735 5758 I7.6%
Hiealth Setwiced

Financial Actiotaes Far 3813 3833 BETE MREE 65 3,023 31,075 §1.00 319,60

Infgsrmatian g 11,187 1,038 L YREF 31,163 1,147 31,155 V241 .21 10

Lelsure and Hospitality 268 280 $282 1783 i 3301 i3iq 1323 133 23.5%

BAanula bisring $1.18% 0,206 17,158 31.263 31,269 11,416 40,492 31470 1499 8%

Natural Resources $683 $763 $748 883 50 1,521 1,472 $1.752 $1.5ar 123.6%
and Mining

Oither Services FELE 1529 3538 2557 1570 1505 f624 612 3a5E 312.0%

Frofessional and A 854 1634 46 282 $890 932 $a7a 31,017 3149
Bunane sy Services

Public Administratoan iz $733 1709 B4 823 BR56 511 1940 1979 37 5t

Teade, Tranipostation 1E%G 1896 714 3766 3753 805 807 8z Bds -5.6%
and Litilities

Unclassified 1617 i7ES 1474 616 620 2547 1619 $685 $67R G 5%

Soarce;  Teads Workforce Commission Qusrlerly Census of Employment and Wages (QCTW)L

Like many places within the U.5., Austin has lost a large proportion of its jobs in manufacturing since
2000. Some speculate in Austin, and data would also suggest, that Austin is becomng the hub of
higher paying research and development jobs related to the high-tech ndustry. However,
manufacturting jobs supporting the high-tech industry are moving elsewhere as companies are
restructuring to improve operational cfficiency.” Jobs related to information have also scen a deeline
m Austn since 2000, while natural resource jobs (albeit a small number) have increased.

13 . . . - .
“Austin may bave lost thousands of ligh-tech jobs, but remaining nnes pay well” by Kirk Landendort.
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Vinancial services and professional and businesses service lave experienced job growth, despite the
recession in the carly pare of this decade. Additionally, average wages for those industries have

increased accordingly with inflation.

Jobs m Austn are primaiily located downrown and along Mo-Pac, southwest and north of

downtown. [zxhibit [1-24 displays employmeat concentration by zip code.

Exhibit 11-24.
Employment by Zip Code, 2007

'l

{egend

University TX

(1 iy Bvag
10,0001 10,004
20,000 1 39,000

F - 0
- 40,000 o1 nwwe Bl \
Y F =t 3 _—

Sauice; CAPCOG and EMSI
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Unemployment. Since die technology-refated economic stowdown i the carly partion of this
decade. Austin’s economy has appeared o conte “hurtling out of the tech-recession like a ruaway

- TR L]
treiglit teain™.

Since 2005, Austn’s uncinployment rates ave been lower than the state of Texas and the ULS. as 1
whole. Although Austin is currently dealing with an economic slowdown like the rest of the country,
as revealed by increases in unemployment rates, their unemployment rate thus far m 2008 is 1

percent lower than the state of Texas and nearly 2 percentage points lower thiai the ULS.

Exhibit #-25. i
Unempioyment Rates, Clty of Austin, Jncsl 13 i =g us
Texas and U.S., 2005—Current
Note;
Unadjusted unemploymen| rate. h
2008 is a shaighl average ol the unemploymeot rales lor fanuary
thiough September.
44
Sowmce:
Texas Wor kloree Commission 3
2 -
1
0 T T T

2005 2006 2007 2008

Occupational Wages

®  Roughly 32 percent of jobs are withiu low-paying industries (less than 80 percent of the average
wage). Low-waged industries include the following: agriculture, retail trade, administrative and

waste services, arts, entertainment and recreatton, food services, and other services.

®  About 32 percent of jobs are within moderate-paying industrics (80 percent to 120 percent of
the average wage). Moderate-waged industries mclude the following: construction,
transportaton and warchousing, real estate, management of companies, and educational and

heath care services.

®  About 36 percent of jobs are within high-paying industries (120 percent or more than the
average wage). High-waged industries include the following: mining, ualitics, manufacturing,
wholesale trade, information, finance, professional and technical services and public

administration.

. . . ) . N
ity uf Austin Poprlation and 1auschold Forecase by ZI1 Code”, City of Austin Demagrapher:
htep/ /www.ctaustin. tx.us/demogeaphics /
jag
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Fxhibit 1126 digplays dhe median annual average salary by zip code. THigher wages ge« weraphically
align writh employment concentrations in Austing as Ausun’s high paying industres and OCCupanons,

such as [‘Jl'-‘rrq-_-:;in:\:it and tmancial service indusines, are concenrrrared downeown and :][:1“:1 flr=Trac.

Exhibit II-26.
Median Annual Wage by Zip Code, 2007

e

Legend

EE Uwveraty TX
Less tharn $158
§ 35k to 3408,

BV s10k 10 145
- B4H o1 mrcne

Saurce: CAPCOG and EMSI

SECTION iI, PACE 20 BBC ResEARCH & CONSULTING



Future Population and Employment Growth

Growth will continue in many parts of the cuy between now and 2020 Overall, the cier is projected
tir eneed the decadé with a final annualized growth of 2.9 percent per year, below the historeal AVernge
of a little less than 4 percent, but strong nonetheless. Central neighbnrhoods are expected o
continue (o grow, most similar to che rates experienced during this decade. The downlown care and
tes nughbormﬂ centtral east Austin netghborhoods will continue their densification process in 2020,

growing more quickly than ather neighborhoods close to downtown.

Another likely growth phenomenon is captured mn Lxlubie 11-27. The peripheral portions of Austin,
where little 1o no population currendy exists, will begin adding sithscan ial populadon. For example,
the zip code cantaiaing Rohinson Ranch in southern Williamison County is expected o add

substantal restdential awed comnicreial dcvclopnwul ut the next few years, changing a 1Ll.mvdy nuerad

area into a rela u\'(,ly dense urbaa neighborhood 'lppm‘umqrely 15 miles fram downtown."”

‘Exhibit 11-27. "
Average Annuail Growth Rate (Labeling the Difference Between), by Zip Code, 2005-2020
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Note: Zip Codes a1e labeled with expected population growih belween 2005 and 2020
Source:  City ol Austin Demographer Ryan Rebinson and BBC Research & Consulting

> “Ciry of Jusun Popularmn and flouschold Foreeasts by Zip Code®, City of Austin Demngrapher:
htrp:/ fwww.ctaustin.tx.us /demographics/
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Fmplavment opporrunities will continee being adding 1o portions of the city where emplovment
density already exists, such as downrown, north Ausiin, along the Mo-Pac and 183 corridors. Austin’s
high-paying professional and business service jobs currendy reside within these corridors, As those
dustries thrive, other firms will most likely locate within close proximity to capitalize on con tracting

opportunitics.

Job growth in the exterior portions of the city will be associated with population growth, as retail and

service opportunties follow residential development.

Exhibit 1)-28.
Employment Growth by Zip Code, 2005-2018

Leggened
S Univeraity_TX
Ho Change
Dt $ou
S U000 o @ non
E58 1000010 15,900

- 15,0001 o¢ more

Source: CAPCOG, EMSI, and BBC Research & Consulting
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An intersection of future population and employment growth displays that areas of fimre population
and copployment growth occur in different parts of the city. [n additon, emplovimenr growth is
projected to ocaur in some of the lease atfordable parts of the ciey. To avoid increased watfic
congestian from workers driving across town to get to their places of wark, it will be important for
the city 10 focus on incorporating work{orce housing into areas of high employment growth, as well

as create more dense development in the ciry core.

Exhibit 11-29. .
Future Population and Employment Growth by Zip Code, 2005-2018

st T

78660

8720

78710

Legend
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$ource: Cily of Austin Demographer Ryan Robinson, CAPCOG, EMSI, and BBC Research & Consulling
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SECTION @ii.
Citizen Surveys

As part of the Austin Comprehensive Housing Swdy BBC, with the assistance of Davis Research,

canducted two citizen survey cfforts to understand more about the housing needs of Austinites:

B Telephone survey. Between mid-November and early Pecember, Davis Research interviewed
484 residents m Ansun. The inerviews were conducted (o obtain two samples of Austin
testdents; 1) Those carmng less than $55,000 per year, and 2) Al Austin residents. Aboui 7

percent of the surveys were completed in Spamsh; the rest were completed in Inglish.

®  Online survey. Between mid-November and mid-December, an online survey was available on
the City of Austin’s Ncighb(n'hond Housing & Comimunity Development website, whiclt linked
to a separate URL {www.cil):nfmistin.org/housin'g) that contained the survey. Respandents were
able ta compléte’ and stbmit the 10 minute survey completely online. The survey was restricted
to residents Iiving within city boundaries and making less than $100,000 per year. 318 people
campicted the survey; 177 attempted 1a take the survéy but were not allowed to because they
made mare thau 100,000 (104 attempts) or lived outside of Austin (73 attenpts). All of the

surveys were completed in English.

Compared to demagraphics for the city overall, the telephone survey captured maore seniors and
fewer younger houscholds. ‘The online survey captured more households between the ages of 25 and

44 and fewer seniors than hive in the city overall.

Except for the law income subsample, both surveys captured more homeowners than renters. Sixty
six percent of the telephone survey respondents were owners. Fifty-nine percent of the online
respondents were awners. This compares to a hamcownership rate of 46 percent in the city. As such,

the survey data were weighted to more accurately reflect tenure in the city.

Summary Findings

This secton contains the results of a comprehensive survey effort of Austin residents, conducied
through three different surveys. T'he results of the surveys are compared throughout this section.
When comparing the data, the reader should keep in mind that the characteristics of the survey

samples differ:

B The full sample of the telephone survey is representative of lower-income individuals,
seniors, persons with disabilites and families with children.

B The low incame sample of the survey has a more pronaunced representation of lower-
income seniars and persons with disabilities.

R Theonline survey has stronger representation of young adults and students, mostly
without children.
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The surveys found thar residents of Austin are quite satistied with their current housing situation
‘Those who report problems are mostly renters living in housing 1n poor conditon and/or in

neighborhoods they feel are unsafe.

Many owners and 1enters reporr that they need ro make repatrs to their homes or apariments; these
repairs mostily involve windows/doors, paindng, plumbing and roofing. Many renters needing

improvements say that the repairs needed are so significant that they affect their health and safety.

The majority of Austin's renters would prefer to buy a home (fess so for lower income renters) but
cannol because they do not have enough money for a downpaynent or cannot afford the monthly

mortgage payments.

Most residents in 1\1[\(1[‘1 {cd th:.y can manage théir current housing costs and few owners are
wortied about their homes g going into foreclosnre. Most of the survey respondents purchased their

homes when liousing costs were much lower than they are now.

A lditde tess than half of the residents who rvspondcd to the survey said they were living in their
neighborhood of choice. For those who weren’t, about one-third o 40 percent would be willing o
make the trade-off of fivi ing in “attached housmé to live in their neighborhood of choice, therefore

showing somewhat of a preference for traditional detached single family homes.

When asked what services are needed i1 their communities, residents agreed that employment
services and afterschool activities for youth were most needed. ‘The types of housing that are
perceived to be needed the most are attached housing units, accessible for seniors and people with

disabilitics and single family homes.

About 1.5 in 10 people in Austin say they have been discriminated against when trying to find housing,
mostly because of their race. Most did nothing about the discrimination. About one-fourth suid they-or

someone in their household had been homeless or near homeless at some pout in their lives.

Section organization. This section is organized in the following way:
®  Demographics are first presented by survey type (telephone and onling);

®  Differcaces nn the demographics between all telephone respondents and the low income

respondents are discussed; and

B The responses to the survey are compared among the different types of respondents (all
respondents from the telephone survey, low income respondents from the telephone survey

only, onhne respondents).

Survey Respondent Demographics

Exhibit I1I-1 on the following page shows the distribution of survey respondents by zip code. For
the telephone survey, the highest representation was Zip Code 78745, where 8 percent of the
respondents lived, followed by 78758 with 7 percent. For all other zip codes shaded, the percentage
of respondents ranged from less than 1 to 6 percent, with an average representation by Zip Code of
3 percent. The online survey was slightly more concentrated, with 13 percent of respondents from
zip code 78702 and 12 percent from 78704. Another 10 percent was from 78723,
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Household characteristics. {ifty-live percent of the telephone respondents lived i houscholds
with two adults. Another 32 percent (38 percent online) lived in households with one adult.

The majority of houscholds—066 percent of telephone and 77 percent of paline—did not have
children currenily living i the home. In the telephone survey, 14 percent had one child; 11 pereent
had ewo children. Aliogether, 34 percent of the households nterviewed in the telephone survey and
13 percent of the online survey had children in the home. This compares o 27 percent of

houscholds that had children in 2007according to the U.S. Census.

About 6 percent of the participants in the telephone survey were enrolled ina college or graduate
program at the time of the survey. Of these students, 40 percent were enrolled part e and 60
percent were enrolled full time. Lighicen pereent of the online strvey respondents were siudenas,

77 percent of whom were full tme studenis,

Disability status. Tweniy-three percent of the telephone survey respondents reported having
someoae in their household with a disability. Twelve percent of the online respondents were
disabled. Overall, abour 10 percent of Austin’s population is reporied to have a disabiliy, according
to 1he U.S. Census. Therefore, the telephone survey over represents persons with disabilities.

Age. Lxhibit 111-2 shows the age distribution of the survey respondents, compared 10 2007 estimales
of age from the Census. As shown below, the telephone survey is more representative of seniors and
less representative of young adults. In contrast, the online survey is niore representative of young

adults and less representative of seniors.

Exhibit I1-2. o . —
Age Distribution of Survey . elephone Swvey . Onhne Sirvey City Overall
Respondents v. Austin Overaii =
40% 389
Source: 359
Austin Resident Surveys, 2008.
30% 28% .
25%-
20%
15% 13%
0%
5% mé%“
e ——
2010 24 251034 351044 45 1o 54 5510 64 65+
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Race and ethnicity. Exhibit IT1-3 shows the racial and cthnic breakdawn of 1he survey respondeats.
The survey data were callected differcatly from the Census, which considers Hispanic as a separate

category tront race. In 2007, the Ceasus estimated thaz 61} percent of residents were White, silar to
the telephone survey dara. The online survey was miwe repwncnmmc of White respoadents and less

representative of nan-White respondents.

Exhibit 111-3.
Ethnicity/Racial Group of Survey Respondents

Telephone Survey : : Online Survey
g Alrican Ameftican (6%)
Other (1%) Alrican American (10%) - American Indian/
Multi-racial (2%) . American Indian/ Other (3%) Native American {1%)

Aswan/Onenlal/
Pacilic Islander {2%)

3 ‘_"i Mative Amevicsn ( 1%h) Mulh-r.\cm_l (6%)

.. AsianfOriental/ Hispanic/Chicano/
Pacikc Istander {3%) - latino {9%)

Hispanic/Chicanof
Lalino (23%)

Caucasian/Anglo/ ’ == Caucasian/anglo/
While (60%:) Whate (73%)

.

Source:  Austin Hesidens Surveys, 2008,

Income. About 60 percent of the telephoae so ﬁ'cy respondents and 52 percent of the online
respondents made less than $50,000 per year. This compares with 51 percent in the city overall.
‘Twenty-cight percent of re!eplmne respondents and 10 percent of online respondents made less than
$20,000 per year, cotnpated with 18 percent in the city overall. The telephone survey is therefore

more-tepresentative of low to moderate income residents in the city.

i

Exhibit 111-4.
Income Distribution Lo than 110,000 SRR
of Survey Telephone
Respondents $10,000 10 419,999 ERmn Survey
$20,000 to 134 999 | ERIROERE ST NSRS (sx%
Source: 5 391
Austmﬂeslden( Surveys, 2008 7% '
$35,000 to 349,999 mgmﬁmm 45 26%
I Online
Survey
. $50,000 to $68,999 ] 22%
369,000 to 382,999 [EIEREHERAEER A 5 (o
5% 9
$83,000 to $99,999 |SEEREEAREETNITE (% m v
7% | Overall
$3100,000 or more |FEEEEET 40 |

0% " 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
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Employment and commute. Fxhibit 111-5 shows the employment status ol the survey
respondents. For the telephone respondents, the most common cmployment arrangement was 1o
have one foll dme worker, followed by no workers (c.g., a revred houschold) aad then wwo full tme
workers. Lor the vnline respondents, most had vne full time worker, then two tull mine workers, and

fewer non-workers (e.g., retirces),

Exhibit 111-5.
Employment Status of
Survey Respondents

e Paege 30% 25% 21% 10%
Survey

Source: .

Austin Resident Stirvoys, 2008, Online 36% 9% 25% 1 5%
Survey

Telephone

7% 7% 0% 100%
Survey
. 6% 5% 3% 100%
Survey

We asked survey respondents to tell us their occupation and the occupations of the other working
members of the household. Exhibit 111-6 shows the classification of the occupations of workers
represented by the telephone survey'. The telephone survey had a balanced distribution of workers in
higher paying industries (e.g., professional services and information technology) and lower paying

industries (services, administration, food and beverage).

Exhibit 11)-6.
Job Types of Telephone

Survey Respondents and

Other Workers in Household Administrative 1% Manufacturing 1%
Construction 8% Professional services 12%

. Education y 13% Retail/Services L 1%

Austin Telephane Survey, 2008, Food/beverage/grocery . 11% Studenl 2%
Government 5% Yechnician 5%
Health care 10% Transportation 1%
Information technology 5%

Although not statistically significant, we examined the téhure of workers by occupation to get a sense

of who rents and who owns. Occupations with workers who were mostly owners included Education

largely represented by professors), Health Care (many nurses), Mana rement, I’rofessional Services
gely rep ¥Yp Y £ )

and, to a lesser extent, Information Technology and Manufacturing.

Occupations with high proportions of renters included those in Construction, Retail/ services

Food/beverage/grocery and Transportation.

Phe online survey had less represendation of workers tn Jower paying industrics such as reail and foud and beverage, in

additinn trownrkers i manufacturing and teanspartation, and more cepresentatitny of workers wy the aonprofit aud

povernment industrics.
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Lixhibir 111-7 shows the commure time of the survey respondents. The vast majoricy conumuted less
] b

than 30 ninutes cach way o and from work.

Exhibit I11-7.
Commute Times of
Survey Respondents
and Other Workers
in Househoild
Less than 10 minules 19% 16% 20%
:::l:;fkeudem Strveys, 2008. 1010 20 minules 36% 42% 38%
27 1o 30 minuwes 24% 22% 21%
31 1o 45 minutes 9% T4% 12%
46 minutes 1o 1 hour 5% 3% 5%
More than ¥ fioir 4% 2% 1%
Work from home 2% 2% 3%
30 minutes and less 30% 80% 82%
More than 30 minutes 20% 20% 18%

In 2000, about 73 percent of houscholds reported a conunure time of less than 30 mimites according

to the Census, suggesting thar commute distances have not changed much during the current decade.

Telephone Survey Demographics—Low Income Respondents

This section lighlights where the answers tor low income respondents differed from the data

presented above.

Age. The respondents in the low income sample were slightly more likely 1o be older, with 28

ercent age 65 and older {compared to 22 percent in the overall sample).
p g | | P

Employment. The low income samplki had a slighdy higher proportion of households with no
working adults; hence, the sample contains more retired seniors. The low income sample was
also mare likely to represent persons who are disabled (30 percent in the low income sample
compared to 23 percent for the sample overall)—this could also explain the difference in

employment.

Discrimination. T'he prevalence of discrimination and reasons for discrimination were similar
to the full sample. Low income respondents were much more likely to say they would consult
an attorney/legal aid and local government source if they felt they had been discriminated
against and somewhat less likely to consult the Internet.

Homelessness. The low income respondents were more likely to have someone—mostly 4
famaly member—living with them because they had nowhere clse o go. They had about the
same prior incidence of homelessness as the full sample. Low income respondents were also
more likely to say they were students when they did not have housing, and that lack of
affordable housing was the primary rcason they were homeless.
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Housing Situation and Needs—All Surveys

This seetion discusses whar the survey respondents—aDbotl (whephone and onkae respondents—rold
us about thew enrreat housing situation awd needs. Ther respoases are compared and conteasted

throughout this section,

Housing type. Most of the respondedts lived in single family homes (about 50 perceat), tollowed
by aparuments (about one-third); this was tue for both the Tull and low income elephone swvey
samples. Seven o 10 percewt ived in chuplexes/triplexes; 5 o 8 peccent in townhones or
condominiums. [ew lived in mobile homes. The types of homes occupied by the survey respondeits

are very similar to the distribunon of housing stock in the city overall.

Exhitit 113-3.
Housing Types of Survey Respondents

Telephone Telephone
(Full Sample} (Low Income)

Apartment LT
(32%) s e Apartment
i et (36%) |
 Single lamidy, . Singte famnity,
7 detached L detached
i house (52%) S . house (47%)
Mobide home/
mastyulaciured dagrt: ; . B b
hame [ 1%) = Mobife home/
. i 7 manulaciured -
coni iy ko) FrrisE] homne (5%}
boaidmg houwse (1%) ! . .
n )
Townhouse/condominium {5%) boar d‘i’:g‘ho?u:’;';;) Duplex/triplex (5%}

Duplexftriplex (7%) Townhousefcondominium (79)

Mobile home/ |2l cslmgh:1 l.:’mi[y,
manufactuted  fEEE etache
home (1%) = L heuse {53%)

Rooming house/
boarding house (09)

Townhouse/
condominium {8%)

Duplex/inplex (10%)

Source:  Austitt Resident Strveys, 2008.

Most renters had a yearlong lease (46 percent for telephone, 59 percent for online}, followed by a
month-to-month lease (23 percent and 16 percent). The majority had rented for more than one year
(both about 60 percent).
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Moving history. Fxlubit I11-9 shows when the survey respondents bast moved. The thajory

moved since 2000, The low meome respondents from the relephione survey—-also niore tikely to be
senings and disabled—have been i thew hiomes the longest. The online survey respondents muved

most recently.

Exhibit 111-9.
When Respondents Last Moved

Before 1950

Source:

Austin Resident Suitveys, 2008 1 960;1 979
1980-1999

2000+ 67% 59% 82%

’ Moved within Austin 66% 70% 75%

Moved from another city 34% 30% 25%

Mosr of the respondents who had moved 1o Avstin fron another city lived outside of Texas before
moving (about 10 percent lived i the State of Texas). It was more common for respondents who
moved from within Texas to be from outside of the Austin arca. In other words, most respondents

. a ~ . -7 .f -
did #of move from oatside of city boundaries inro the city.

Respondents were asked why they moved. The most common answer was “bought a house” or
“wanted a bigger house” {often because of a growing family), followed by moving for jobs, education
and personal reasons (e.g.. family member was il and needed help). Renters commouly moved to
find cheaper rental units :m'd/(.)r better neighborhood canditiors.

Housing needs. Renters and owners were asked separate questions about the conditton of their
housing, their risk of foreclosure (owners only) and barriers 1o homeownership (renters only).

Housing satisfaction. Nincty-percent of the telephone respondents (88 percent for the low income
and onkine samples) said they were satisficd or very sadsfied with their housing situaton in Austin.
Of those who didn’t, most were renters; just a handful of owners were dissatisfied.

The main reasons for dissatisfaction of all respondents are shown in Exhibic 111-10.

Exhibit 1§1-10.
Reasons for Dissatisfaction
with Housing Situation

& Neighborhood condition
is poorfunsafe

B Don'l like neighbors

B House is poorly buihll
B Rentis 1o high
B Landlord wor'l make repairs

Source: B Lack of accessibility
Austin Resident Surveys, 2008.

B Lack of accessibilily
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Repair needs. T'he slight majoriy nf owuers said 1har their home does no1 need any repaics in the
full telephone survey and oaline samples: this was reversed in the low income sample. The majority
of renters (wo-thirds) said they needed 10 have repairs made. Most renters (70010085 percent) said

their lindlords make improvements when they are needed.

Exhibit ill-11. 100% ——— =
Do You Need Repairs Made s :
to Your House/Apartment?
80% o
el Yes
70% 67%
Saurce, Ey i 11
Ausiin lelephone Survey, 2008. £0% 5796 -
50%
43%
40% ;s
30%
No
20% o
i 12%
10%-
0% T T
Owrters Renlers Owners Renlers
Full sample Low Income

Of those owners who did say they needed repairs, most were painting and windows/ doors, followed

by roofing and flooring as showa in Lxhibit 111-12.

Renters needed similar or more serious repairs, such as plumbing. Low income renters also noted a

greater need for accessibility improvements.

Exhibit I1i-12.
What Repairs/ Improvements Do You Most Need to Make?

Accessibility modifications 1% 10% 2% N/A 1% 0%
Air condilioning 3% 10% 2% N/A 5% 6%
Appliances 1% 10% 2% N7A 3% 10%
Bathroom 2% o 2% N/A 0% 0%
Efectric 6% 10% 7% N/A 7% 1%
Energy efficiency 1% 2% N/A 1% 0%
Flooring 11% 6% L% N/A 8% 119%
Foundation 9% 11% N/A 0% 3%
insulation 5% 3% 0% N/A B% 5%
Painting 1996 7% 23% NfA 11% 16%
Plumbing 9% 28% L N/A 12% 9%
Rooting 11% 3% 9% N/A 11% 5%
Siding 9% 7% N/A 5% 496
Waler conservation 0% 0% 0% N/A 2% 0%
Windows/doors 13% 13% 16% N/A 15% 18%

MNote: The low income renlers did not provide enough information on needed improvements lor the data o be pressnted.

Source:  Austin Resident Surveys, 2008.
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When asked why they haven't inade the repairs, niost owners said it was because they couldn’t afford

them (60 percent),

Of the respondents who needed to make repairs, the minoriry of owners but the majority of renters
in the teleplione samples said they were so serious that they affect the respondents” health and safery,

as shovwn in Lixhibit IIT-13.

Exhibit 111-13.
Are the repairs so serious they
impact your health and safety?

Source: E
Austin Resident Surveys, 2008, Yos 131% 58 20% 57'% 16% 39%

No 88% 42% 80%  43% 84% 61%

The online respondems were asked to rank the condition of interior and exterior fearures of their
homes. [ixhibit HI-14 shows the results of these rankings. The rankings show that owners have the
greatest needs for repairs to windows/doors, electrical,.garages, exterior and roofs, and renters,
windows/doors, air conditioning, plumbing, refrigerators and garages.

Exhibit 111-14.
Ranking of Interior and Exterlor Condition

Electrical sysllem 17% .(:396 18% 2% 1% 73% 15% 5%
Windows/doors 19% 47% 26% 8% 3% 59% 30% 2%
Roof 33% 47% 16% 4% 1% 64% 1% 1%
Air conditioning 30% 54% 1% 5% 2% 65% 19% 2%
Healing system 31% 55% 10% 4% 6% 70% 1% 3%
Refrigerator 43% 46% 10% 2% 1% 61% 17% 5%
Ovenfstove 43% 45% 10% 2% 11% 62% 15% 1%
Microwave 42% 53% 5% 1% 9% 66% 6% 3%
Toilet 31% 56% 12% 1% 5% 71% 15% 2%
Plumbing 16% 64% 16% 3% 19% 68% 18% 8%
Garage 21% 60% 1% 8% 9% 65% 17% 5%
Exterior structure 18% 57% 18% 6% 11% 74% 15% 5%

Souvrce:  Awmlin Online Survey, 2008,
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Housing cost. Survey respondents were asked o gquestion to determing: how much of a burden their
housing costs ate. Fxhibit HE-15 shows that most respondents feel that they can manage their

p:lymcms.

Exhibit 1§1-15.
Burden of Housing Cost

My renl/mortgage payment does nol
pul a slrain oy imy overall monlhly expendiures.

@ My reni/mertgage payment is a big expense {or me; 35% 27% 49%
fewevor, P stiflable to make it from month to manth
wilhowt 1o0 many sacrilices.

B My rent/morlgage payment is a significant part of my 12% 16% 21%
menthly expenses and | cureent ly have o sacrifice many
things inmy life and/or ge into some debtin order to get by.

| My renl/morlgage paymenl is a siguificanl part of my 5% 7% 4%
monlthly expenses and | will likely need lo move in 1he near
fulure because | can no longer alford my paymenis.

B 1 do nol have a morigage. 15% 22% 5%
Percent Cost Burdened 17% 23% 259

Source:  Austin Resident Surveys, 2008,

Few homeowners were worried about their home going nto foreclosure—just 2 pereent for the

telephone survey and 7 percent for the nnliae survey.

‘The majority of renters pay between $775 and $1,725 ia rent and utilities per month. The distribution
of rental costs is shown in Exhibit 111-16. the renters caprured in the survey pay slightly more for
rent per month than what we have esumated is available in the rental market. (The distribution for
low income renters was shghtly more affordable, with more rents in the $550 to $775 range).

Exhibit (H-16.

Average Monthly Rent and Utllities
S— Less than $300 8% 1%
Auslin Resident Surveys, 2008 330110 $550 8% 7%
$550t0 $775 15% 15%
$776 10 $1,150 44% 47%
B 1510 31,725 20% 7%
$1,726 or more 5% 3%
Totaf 100% 100%

Most homeowners reported that their homes were valued between $100,000 and $200,000 (40 to 50
percent), as shown in Exhibit 1T1-17. This is a more affordable distribution than that of the homes
for sale in 2008.

'The exhibit also shows what the homeowners paid for their homes when they purchased them. As
shown 1 the exhubit, the vast majority paid less than $200.000, with one-third to one-half paying less
than $100,000 (depending upon when they purchased the home).
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Exhibit 11§-17.
Estimated Market Values of Homes

Less than $100,000 1% 34% -31% 2%,
$101,000 to $200,000 52% 46% 5% 3%
$201,000 to $250,000 18% 10% 9% 15%
i $251,000 to $30:6,000 15% 7% 996 12%
$301,000 to $400,000 10% 2% 8% 16%
$401,00010 $500,000 0% 0% 0% 9%
$501,000 or more 1% 1% 0% 16%

Source:  Austin Residenl Surveys, 2008

Preferences. Despute renters” needs for improvements, a large percentage of renters would prefer
10 contimie fo rent. Thiny-nme percent of the telephone respondents overall, 25 percent of the
online respondents and 45 percent of the low income respondents, said they would prefer to rent

rather than buy a house, condo or townhome, as shown in Exhibic [I1-18.

The exhibtt also demonsteates thar attached housing is much more appealing to the younger online
survey respondents.
Exhibit 111-18.

Would you prefer to continue renting or to own a house, condo or townhome?

Telephone Telephone
(Full Sample) {Low Income)

I would prefer = 1 would prefer
to continue to o own( ;
house (52%)
ol 4 1 would prefer
: AR 1 toown a
3 i house (47%)

| would prefer
to contmue to

; rent (45%)
i
| would prefer to
own a condo or | would prefer 1o
own a condo or
townhome (9%) Online o %)
(AlN)

I would prefer
to continue to
rent {25%)

1 would prefer
1oowh a
house (539)

'would prefer (o
own a condo or
townhome (229)

Source:  Anstin Resident Surveys, 2008,
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Renters were asked what their primary barriers to buying were. The most common responses were

roir

“do not have enough for a downpayment”, “cannot afford moathly mortgage payments” and “no

houses i my price range for sale” s shown in Exhibit 111-19.

Exhibit Iil-19.
Renters' Batriers to Homeownership

Untamibar with/mtiandated by the
proceys of buying a nome 17%)
i . Bt crcdit 1) Cannot altord
Bad credit {79) Unfannhae wath/mbrmdated by the riterithly mortgage
process ol buying oo 19%; . payments { 1236)

Unceetain frituee or
may leave area [39)

Orkier {16%) . Uncertan futyee or
Conrrot alord My keave area {109}
monthly mortgage . Cannot gquahly tor
§ . payrrent r { 20%) »mortgage{ | 1%}
prae - =
No lomesnt B, 3 i Qther (#%) .- !
ny prxe range ; : e ;
tor sole {6%) 2 !
N, bl [ Desnred housing oc stran
'n] e

¥ Carinor quabty tes
amartgage {#9%}

s not available [996)

7 Ns houses in

t
. Desired housing ocanion
My piKe range

not :Nadablf 109%]

Mewed hiousing
fype rnt avilable { 4%)

3 tor sale { 18%)
Desired houting
% t * type nof available {0%) eF
Do not have enough money Do nof have errsugh money
tor & down payment {419} tor' s dowit payment [24%) !
Telephone Survey | . Online Survey

,

Soutée:  Austin Resident Surveys, 2008, - r

Respondents were also asked a series of questions about their preferences for neighborhood services,

housiug types and socialiservices. This section reports their.answers to these questions.

if you could add one more of the following services to your neighborhood, which would you
choose? As shown below, low income residents were, not surprisingly, most likely to choose
“services for low income residents” and “health care services.” The online survey respondents were

much more likely 1o show preferences for local businesses and grocery stores.

Exhibit 111-20.

if you could add one

more of the following

services to your Childcare providers 6% 7% 4%

nelghborhood, which Grocery stores t1% 10% 23%

would you choose? Healthcare services 14% 20% 6%
Local businesses 1% 10% 29%

Source: None of these 10% 10% 0%

Austin Resident Sutveys, 2008. Parks/recrealion opportunities 28% 17% 24%
Social services for low-income residents 20% 25% (3%
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Which housing types are most needed in your community? Online respandents were most
favorable to attached housing, Low tncome respondents ranked the needs of formerly homeless

persons higher.

Exhibit I1-21. - e T

Which housing types | St S et e e

are most needed in e S T i Saat i : L

your community? Accessible housing for disabled/elderly 18% 13% 16%
Apartments 6% 7% 8%

Sourc | Assisted living Jor seniors 14% 13% 12%

Austin Resident Surveys, 2008. Allached housing units (condos, townhomes) t 74 214 3%
Homeless shelters . 7% 9% 4%
Houwsing for pedple with HIV/AIDS 5% 4% 2%
Housing lor previcusly homeless people 1.2% 214 . 10%
None of these” - 7% % . 0%
Single family detached homes 144 13% © 1%

Which social services are most needed in your community? ‘I'he top needs werte similar among the

survey samples, mostly after school activities for youth and employmenr services.

Exhibit 111-22.

Which sociai

services are most

needed in your - | -Afterschool carefyouth activities 13% t196 t2%

community? Childcare 8% 7% 6%
Community workshops/neighborhood activities 8% T 8% 10%

Source: . Emergency rent/mortgage and utility assislance 8% 1% 8%

Austin Resident Surveys, 2008, Employment services/fob training 10% 10% 10%
ESL training 4% 4% 4%
Food bank 5% 6% 2%
Home repair 6% 8% 10%
Hoemebuyer educalion 6% 3% 7%
Homeless services 5% 5% 5%
Legal services 6% 7% 2%
None ol these 4% 3% 0%
Personal financial training 7% 4% 8%
Services that help cenlain populations 7% 8% 8%
Tenants' rights assislance 3% 4% 8%

Which community deveiopment activities are most needed in your community? Respondents
ranked these needs very similatly—the top needs, in their opinions, are cleary employment-related
services and community centers/libraries.

Exhibit 1§i-23.

Which community

development activities

are most needed in Community centers/libraries 35% 27% 37%

your community? Job creation and training 30% 32% 24%
Neighborhood commercial revitalization 1% 14% 22%

Source: None ol these 8% 5% 0%

Auslin Resident Surveys, 2008, Smallfmincrity business loans and training 16% 22% 18%
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If you could live in your neighborhood of choice, but you had to make a trade off to afford it,
would you....\s demnasorated by Exhibse 11-24, many respondents: wha are not living in their
neighborhood of cheice would be willing w0 make the trade off and live in avached housing.

Exhibit li1-24.
If you couid live In your neighborhood of
choice, but you had to make a trade off to

afford it, would you be willing to... tive in a duplex 15% 41%
. Live in a condo 30% 40%
Live in atownhome 35% 46%

Somnrge:

IO ST R Percent of sample living in 45% 46%

neighborhood oi choice

Recall that the majority of the respondents to the survey aurreatly lived in single family detached
housing. Lixhibit IT1-25 shows thar many of those cutrently living in single family detached nnits
would be willing to move into attached housing if it were located in their acighborhood of choice,
and that townhomes are preferred over other 1ypes of attached housing”.

Exhibit 1)-25.
if you could live in your neighborhood of choice,
but you had to make a trade off to afford it, would you be willing to...

Persons living In single family detached units

- Telephotie Online

mc-!;}

0% —

46%

40%

39%.

30% 9%

20% T

10%

0%
Liveina Livein a Live ina
* “duplex a condo lownhome
Source:  Austin Resident Surveys, 2008.
© T 4
We alsa examined this question for respondents with children separately. About half of the
respondents with children would be willing to live in a duplex. Condominiums and townhame were

less desirable options for familics.

5
" This crasstab was st perfarmed for respandents living in other housig types because the number of observaions was

toa small For a meaningful compartson.
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Homelessness and Discrimination

The survey also asked respondears if they had ever faced housing discdmination or necded o lae
with fricads or family because they could not afford to live on their own. Finally. the survey asked if
the respondeats currendy had anyoac living with them because they could aot afford (o live oa their

owa.

Ten percent of the telephoae respondents said they curready had someone—a non-student—living
. with them because they could not afford to be live on their owa. In two-thirds of the cases, the
person was a family member and most planacd oa having the person live in their honschold for an

exteaded period of time (6 months w 5 years).

Fiaghteen pereenr of the onliae survey respoadeats stid soincoae was fiviag with them who could nol

afford 1o live on their own. hicabour half of the cases, this persoa was a family member.

The reasons the persoa came 1o be hiving with the respondent varted widely. In 29 peccent of the
telephone respondent cases, it was directly due to lack of affordable housing. This was teue in 50

pereent of the online cases.

Oae fourth of relephoae respondents and one-third aof online respandents said they or someoae in
thetr household had lived in a car, a motel oc with family and friends because they had nowhere clse
to gn in the past. Most lived ia this situation for less thaa one year. Just one-fourth of the
respondents were students at the time they were without housing.

LExhibit 111-26 shows the main reasons the respondents did not have anywhere 1o live. In almost half
of the cases, the reason was due to lack of affordability of housing.

Exhibit IH-26.

Why were you/they

without housing?
Bad credit 2%

o Became sick and couldn’t work or afford health care 10%

Austin Resident Surveys, 2008 Couldn'l aftord the place I/they was/were living 39% 15%
Couldn't find a place lo afford 10% 26%
Gol divorced or separaled 2% 10%
Gol fired 4% 2%
Laid off/lost job 10% 596
Lefl spouse or parents because of abuse 3% 3%
Losl government assistance for housing 5%
Moved [o seck work 3% 159%
Other 26% 10%
Quit job 3% 1%
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‘Thireen percent of respondents s the telephone survey and 17 percent of online survey

respoudents said they had experienced discrimination in trying to find howsmg. Eshibit HI-27 shows
the main reasons respondents felt they had been diseriminated against. It should be noted that not all
of the reasons include pmtected dasses under the Fair Houstag Act—e.g., people cannot bring a case

ol discrimination basced on income level or credir issues in most areas.

Exhibit li-27.
What was/were the reason(s)
you feel you were discriminated
against? ) Age 4% 0%
| have a low income 6% 20%
S I have bad credil/l:;ank'ruplcy]debts 26% 3%
Auslin Resident Surveys, 2008 I have children 2% 7%
7 o I (jayllcsbiénlbisexualllransgendered 2% 3%
‘ 1'm nota Uniled Stalés citizen 2% 0%
I'm physically disabled 5% 12%
. My gender/sex : 1% 8%
, My religion . 2% 3%
' Nol married (1o partner) 0% 7%
“Other - 18% 7%
Race | 33% 24%,
Student 0% 8%

The mujority of responden s who felt they had been discriminated against did nothing abbout it Six 1y

10 percent filed a complaint.

Respondents were also'asked what'they would do if they wanted to know mote about their fair
housing rights. Most would look for information on the Internet, as shown in Exhibis 111-28. This
was less true of low income respondents, who preferred to call a lawyer/ consult legal aid or find

information through local government sources.

Exhibit 11I-28.
if you wanted to know

more about your fair

houslng l’lghtS, how Call a lawyer/ ACLU/ Legal Aid/ Altorney General's office 7% 14%

wouid you get HUD website 12%

information? internel search 37% 32%
Library 10% 4%

Source: Local government information source/officials 13% 18%

Austin Residen! Surveys, 2008 Other 23% 0%
Public housing aulhority 7% 9%
v 3% 1%
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SECTION IV.
Housing Profile and Cost

Housing costs in Austin have risen substantially during the past 10 years. The median value of a
single tamily home in Austin in 1998 was $129.900, By 2008, the median had increased almost 91)
percent to $240,000. Such price increases are good news for sellers who benefit from the increase—
however, homeowners with rapidly rising property tax hills and low 0 moderate income househnlds

wanting ta buy in the city face much greater challenges than they did 10 years agp.

As such, the supply af moderately priced housing stock has increased in cities and towns outside of
Ausnn, which have grown within the last few years. As employment within the core of Austin grows,
the city will face worsening road congestion if housing prices continue to rise. Workers in low to
moderately paying jobs are likely to find more affordable housing opportunitics in the growing
northern and southern portions of the region. As it enrrently stands, just 10 percent of Austin’s
necapations pay, vn average, enough (o afford the median priced home in Austin of 240,000, The
vast majority of workers need homes priced under $200,000 10 afford o buy unless they live in two-
earner houscholds—in which case, 42 percent still need homes priced under $200,0040).

This section presents an overview of the Housing.supp]y in Austn, in terms of namber of units, type

of units, condition and cost. A complete analysis of affordability appears in Scction V.
‘The analysis in the section revealed several notable characteristics of the city’s housing marker:

®  lifty four percent of Austin households rent and 46 percent of households own the home in
which they reside. The aity’s homeownership raie is likely to stabilize and possibly decrease
maodestly with the current slowdown in mostgage lending. Fven if the rate picks up, Austin is
unlikely to reach a 50 percent homeownership rate in the near future: 85 percent of new
households would need to be homeowners for the city to reach a 50/50 tenure in the next 10
years. Thus, rental property will contnue to play a large part in housing Austin’s residents.

®  The regional housing market has changed drastically during the past decade. Housing stock
available for households camitng 150 percent or more of the median family income has become
increasingly more abundant, particularly in west Austin. Overall, despite rapidly increasing home
prices within the last ten years, the median family income has either decreased or remained
refatively stagnant. In other words, increases in household income have not provided the

necessary buying power for increased home prices.

8 The condo markert has expanded and evolved in the last 10 years to include a newer and more
expensive product. Urban condo markets often serve as an affordable ownership alternative;
however, in Austin, condo products are located in high cost portions of the cities and rival costs
uf single family detached products. Condominiums sold in 2008 and constructed in 2006 or
later had a median listing price of $299,000 and a median square footage of 1,540 square fect.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION IV, PAGE 1



Housing Supply

Theve are several estimates of the aumber of residental units in Austin. The U.S. Census American
Community Survey. 2007 estimates that there were 333,487 housing units within the ity of Austin in
2007. the City of Austin Planniug Departnient estimates a much lower number of housing units ac
06,649 as of 2008, Both the Census and the Planning Department estimaie the ciry’s housing units
at 276,800 in 2000. "

Between 2000 and 2006, the city issucd 45.000 residential building permits, or an average of 7,500
permits per year. Hoall of the units permitied up to 2006 were constructed and demolitions were
considered, an upper bound estimate of the city’s residenual housing stock is 321,700 units. This

assumes that none of the units permiced in 2007 were construcied.

lor the purposes of this report, we assunie there are 307,000 occupied housing units in the city as of
2008. We dertved this number from the city demographer’s estimate of occupied hnilsing units in
2005 and 2010. It is lower than the upper bound estimate using building permit data, and it assumes
that about half of the units permitted ended up as completed units.

Historical production. Hxhibirs 1V-1 and 1V-2 on the following page show the number and
proportion of residential housing units that have been permitted in Austin berween 1993 and 2006,

by type of unir. .

As demonstrated by the exhibit, the dominant types of structures permitted are single family
detached homes and mulifamily (apartment and condo) units. Very few townhémes and

duplexes/triplexes/ fourplexes are being permitted in Austin.

PAGE 2, SECTION v BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING
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Fxhibit 1V-4 geographically displays the. for sale comdo market in 1998 aad 2008, In 2008, condo

sales became more active in the West University and Downiown neighborhoods. Additionally,

between 1998 and 2008, the condo market expanded into east Austin neigchborhoods. Despite this
| 2 :

increased activity, condos stll represear a small part of Austin's overall housing marker.

Exhibit IV-4.

Condo Analysis, Austin, 1998 and 2008
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Source:  MLS and BBC Research & Consulting.

1

Tenure. Exhibit V-5 shows the proportional change in tenure (renter/owner breakdown) in

Anstin stnce 1990. In 1990, Austin’s homeownership rate was 40.6 percent. By 2000, it had increased

by about 4 percentage points to 44.8 percent. In 2008, the homeownership rate is estimated at 46

percent.

Between 1990 and 2008, Austin added 52,750 new homeowners, an increase of 68 percent. This
compares with 39,289 new renters, or an increase of 34 percent. Of the 92,000 new housing units
added to the ciry between 1990 and 2008, 57 percent were occupicd by homeowners.

The city’s homeownership rate is likely to stabilize and possibly decrease modestly with the current

slowdown in morgage lending. Even if the rate picks up, Austin is unlikely to reach a 50 percent

homeownership rate in the near future: 85 percent of new houscholds would need to be

homeowners for the city to reach a 50/50 tenure in the next 10 years.

Exhibit IV-5. 100% 7
Homeownership Rate, |
City of Austin, 1990, % 80%
2000 and 2007 t:

£ 0%
Source: !a
Census, 2000 and 2007, and Cily of Avistin £

; 40% 4

E

Q

' 20%—

0% ~—

59%

41%

55%

45%

1990

2000

54%
46%

Renters

Homeownery
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Fxhibit 1V-6 shows the ]1r.=mor)w:'.|:r~c[1i|‘-I eate i Austin, overland with peghborhood houndaries.
Renting s prevalent m the urban core. parteulary 1 the university neighborhoods and downtown,
Neighborboods further from downmown are much more likely i conmin homeowners,

Exhibit IV-6. :
Homeownership Rate by Austin Neighborhood in 2008

Planning Ateas

24 Unnersity of Texas
Less thas 25 0%
2% (% 10 5011y
BEE %0 1%t 7910

- 75 1% or rote 7

Source: Clarilas 2068

Type and size of units. \ustin’s housing stock primarily consists of single family detached units
and apartments, defined as structures with 5 to 50 units. The distribution of housing units has
changed very little since 1990, as seen in Exhibit IV-7 on the following page. In other words, the
housing units added to Austin since 1990 have resembled the existing housing stock. Although
multifaruly permits have been a larger proportion of the overall permits in the past 15 years—
sometimes as high as 60 to 70 percent af all permits— the overall number of multifamily units is still
smaller than the overall number of single family detached homes.
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Exhibit 1V-7. oz
Housing Units by Type, Single Family [
Austin, 1990-2007 Detached
B oan
Source: Single Family
LS. Census Burean 2007. Attached
Duplex, Triplex,
Fourplex
B . 200D
Apartments 37%
38%
I 19
Mobile Homes | 2%
2%
1 2007
19
Other | 0%
0%
| | T I T T

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% @ 100%

Ausun’s rental unirs ace most likely to be one-bedroom units (40 percent of wntal units have one
bedroom), follbwed by two-bedroom units (39 percent). Austin’s owner occupied units most
commonly have three bedrooms (50 percent), followed by four bedrooms (27 percent), as shown in
Exhibit 1V-8.

Exhibit IV-8.
Housing Units by Size, Austin, 2007

Owner Occupied Renter Occupied
No bedroom (0%) 5 or more bedrooms {19}
5 or more bedrooms (4%) 1 bedroom {2%) 4 bedrooms (%) No bedroom (2%)

2bed
(tﬁe%t)ooms 3 bedrooms

(16%)

4 bedrooms

(27%6) 1 bedroom

(40%)

3 bedrooms 2 bedrooms.' ;
(50%) (39%)

Source: LS. Census Bureau, 2007.
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Age and condition. The age distribnition of renter and owner ocoupied unts in Austin closely
resembles one another. Nearly 50 percent of renter occupicd units were buibe in the 1970s and 1980,
Anvadditional one third of the units were built hetween 1990 and today.

A siudy of housing preservadon in Austin carly in 2008 found that more thae 55 percent of duplexes
and 79 percent of small and medium-sized apartmeat buildings were built before 1980, OF these, 22

; : [
percent are more than 20 years oid and have high occupancy rates.

Austin’s owner occupied housing stock coniaing a targer proportion of units buie before 1970 (21
percent). Fewer owner ocapied homes than renter occupied nnits were buit in the 197ts and 1980s;
however, a slighdy higher proportion of owner accapied units were built in 2005 or later, most likely

to tieet the residenual demand.

One method of locatiﬁg housing units that are at risk of disrepair and/or arcas within a city that have
hasing conditic m:pr(_':blcms 15 to 'overlay high poverty areas with older housing stock. Lower incume
households are thé least likcly to be able to afford to maintain their homes and are more likely to
ocal};y rental units in disrepair because of their nced for low-cost units. Exhibit 1V-9 displays areas
of Austin that have a high prevalence of low income residents (more than one-third of households
carn less thaa §25,000) and h(:usinf; stock built 1n 1950 or earlier. Arcas around the university and
along 1-35 contain large concentrations of both. It should be noted, however, that the universiry
arcas are wilikely 10 have the shme level of need as other areas since they are dominated by students

who show lower incomes bt may have more resotrces (e.g. parents, student loaas) to help pay for

housing.
Exhibit IV-9.
Relationship between Teyend
Low income Households i ] :|;';;:;',‘\,',';',j,';::T:,:',""',‘;f}::'::"{",’.,’u"
and Age of "Ollﬂllg annid Hhasses Baedt Bedon- I"";lln AL
s.o"‘, 2008 l_-_'-’_; LUTEETE NETLh AN
Ui bt bennd Plaiiat g Agean
Note:
Low income houscholds tepresenied by
percentage ol honseholds cacning less than

$25,000. this is 1oughly the detinition of

poverly lor a lanily ol lonr, (
Semice: 2

Clarilas 2008.

.’
i
N
|
|

“I'reserving Affordable Howsing in Austin: A Platform for Aeiion”, April 2008, City of Austin Neighbiarhnod I ousing
and Community Develapmient. '
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b general, Ansun’s housing stock is 1n goad condition: Few housing units in Austin lack compicte

plumbing (1,570 units): a litde over | percent of units lack complete kitchens (3.833 units),

Overcrowded univs are defined as units with an occupant to room ratio of one or mare.2 Two
percent of owner occupied units in Awstin were considered overcrowded in 2007, Renral units dre
more likely to be overcrowded; 6 percent of units in Austin have a ratio of occupants i)cr room of
one Or Mmore.

Overall vacancy rates. The Census estimated a 2007 vacancy rate of 7.7 percent for rental
properties and 3.4 percent for ownership units in Austin, Of the nearly 27,000 unoccupicd units,
most were for rent (11,078) or for sale (4,171). An addidonal 6,540 of the units were considered
“other vacant”, which inclndes seasonal linmies or homes held off che marker Decanse of

rehabilttatnn work; lack of market. demand, etc.

Vacancy rates have nsen since 2000, when the Census estimtted very low rates of 3.6 percent far
rentals and 1.5 percent for ownerslup units. :

Rental market vacancies. Austin’s rental market has strengthened recently after a downturn in
2002 and 2003. As of the third guarter 2008 (3002008}, thv.-vacancy rate for rentals was 8.45 percent.
This compares to 13.19 percent in the scennd quarter 2003, when the market was at one of its
weakest points of the decade.

Exhibit IV-10 shows vacancy rates since fourth quarter 1999 by quarter’,

Exhl!lrlt iv-10. - )
Rental Vacancy Rates, Austin, 4099 to 3Q08

149

12%—

10% -

8%

ZOOT e s o

2%— .

% L L L L L L L O D D e O I I O Iillillllllllllllllllll
& O P Q9 @ m o = = - MO AN N m om o e T oW T A d M o wviowm WM ow B ow R S R S R |
t 8858853333588 ¢88858 3838383383888 ¢8s8z3888333338¢83°$8
$35r2 888808888 ¢8052598885888855¢83355858588858¢8583¢%

Source:  Auslin Inveslor inlerests.

2 . - . . . .
A rerson per voom nalio is the most common measure for definmg overcrowding. “Measuring Overcrowding

§

Houwsing”, 2007, heep:/ /www. haduser.org/ Pablications /pdf/ Measuring. Overcrowding_in_sgpdf
i4 P I A o 14

These data represent buildings with 50 unils or marc.
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Unit absorption. Exhibit IV- 11 shows the historical absorption of rental unirs from 2000 through
3Q2008. The exhibir demonstrates that it tonk untl 2004 10 absorb the excess supphy of unirs from
2000 1n 200, 7,768 units were added o the macket, but only 192 of them were absorbed.

Exhibit 1v-11. :
Rental Absorption, Austin, 4Q99 to 3Q08

I —— S — — —— _--i
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Note: 2008 is throvigh third quarter.

Source:  Awslin invesior Interests.

Absorption refative to new units is down in 2008, suggesting that vacancies will rise if development
does not slow or absorption increases. M/PF Yieldstar, a real estate firm that tracks multifamily
market conditions, characterized Austin’s apartment market in mid-2008 as “struggling considerably”
with “demand notably negative” during the first part of the year. M/DF also reports that the new
siupply in Austin in 2008 was at its highest level since first quarter 2004,

Cundo conversions are helping with absorption and tempering vacancy rates: Between June 2007 and
2008, about 1400 apartmentimits were renoved from the apartment inventory due o conversions.

Vacancies by location and class. Vacancy rates vary by apartment class. Class B and C apartments—
generally moderate to lower cost rentals except in Central Austin—had the lowest vacancy rates at

. 4 epe - . :
6.5 and 7.4 percent, respectively”. This compares (o 12.8 percent for higher priced Class A

ﬂparlments.

“ Austin Investors Taterest defines apartement class based vn age of building, Class A are boilt after 1997; 13 built berween
1984 and 1997; und C built before 1984,

PAGE 10, SECTION IV BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING



Rental vacancy rates also vary within Austin depending on location and apartment class.
Puring _)(2.“82

B [or Class A apartments, vacancies were very high (baween 17 and 18 pereent) in
central and downtown Austin. Vacancies were also very ligh for apartments located in
the northeast and south. Vacancics were lowest in the southwest and far northeast
however, these “low” vacancy rates for Class A apartments appear high relative o the

vacancies for Class B and C apartments.

@  Vacancies for Class B apartments are very low (4 percent) for apartments in Central,

South and Southwest Anstin—areas within relatively close proximiry to Ul

@ Class Caparoment vacancies in the central part of Austin are extremely low at less than
3 percent. There appears to be muich demand for rentals in this arca that rent for less
than $1.50 per square foot. Vacancics for Class C units are highest in the southern and
southwestern portion of the city.

’

Fxhibit IV-12 summarizes these data, along with a map that shows the submarkets.

Exhibit iv-12. , ’
Vacancy Rates by Apartment Class and Location, City of Austin, 3Q2008

Central

Ceniral Business District 18.6% NiA

Far Nerth 15.4% 5.5% 8.4%
Far Northwesl 7.9% " 5.2% NfA
Nerth N{A 6.6% 5.2%
Norheast 18.8% 10.6% 2.1%
Morthwesl 10.3% 5.6% 4.9%
Northwes| Hills 8.3% 8.3% 6.6%
South 18.1% 5.3%
Southeast 10.8% 8.5% 11.0%
Southwest 73%  [EEEH 4a%

Nole:  Areas wilh The lowesl vacancies are shiaded.

k- &0t T8 Fubmars U ap
e o st ey a1 3
A7 AR paty N—

Source: Auslin Investor Interests.
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Vacancies by location and price. [ixhibit IV-13 prescots vacaney rates by marker arca with reat per
square foot. The exhibir shows that locatinn is a strong determinant of vacancy rates—up to a point.
Vacancy rates are very low in Central Austin for Class 3 and C apartments, which have an average
rent per square foot of berween $1.15 and $1.40. Demand falls for more expensive Class A units,

with rents averaging $1.75 to $1.91 per square foot.

Exhibit IV-13.

Cenlral 7 4 1%, B (]
Central Business Dislricl X N/A NfA 2.0%
Far North 15.4% 5.5% 8 1%
Far Northwesl 71.9% 5.2% N/A N/
North NIA MFA, 6 6% 8 2%
Northeast 18.8% 10.6% 9.1%
Northwest 10.3% 5.6% 4.9%
Northwest Hills 8.3% 8.3% 6.6%
South 18.1% 4.6% 5.3%
Southeast 10.8% 8.5% 11.0%
Southwest 7.3% 3.99% 14.1%
Average 12.9% 13.6% 6.4% 6.2% 6.8% 7.5%

Source:  Austin Invesior Interesrs,

Housing Cost

In the housing industry, housing affordability is commaonly defined in terms of the proportion of
household income that 1s used to pay housing costs. Housing is “affordable” if no more than 30
percent of a household’s monthly income 1s needed for rent, mortgage payments and utilities. When
the proportion of houschold income needed to pay housing costs exceeds 30 percent, a houschold is
considered “cost burdened.” Cost burden is discussed further in the Housing Affordability section of

the report (Secton V., which follows tlus section).

Housing costs are also examined 1n the context of the Median Family Income or MFL HUD divides
low and moderate income houscholds into categories, based on their refationship to the median
family income (MFl}: extremely low income (carning 30 percent ot less of the MFI), very low income
(carning between 31 and 50 percent of the MFI), low income (earning between 51 and 80 percent of
the MFI) and moderate income (earning between 81 and 95 percent of the MFI). The current MF]
for the Austin area 1s $69,100.

Rental market. The average rent for apartments in Austin was §843 as of 3QQ08, according to
Austin Investor Interests. M/P1* reports a second quarter 2008 average rent for the Austin metro
area of $839.

PAGE 12, SECTION IV BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING



Medians arc wsually a better measure of acuual cost than averages. becauvse averages are affected by
extreme highs and lows, whete medians are not. Using 1he Austn Investor’s da, we caloulated the

. - . ) L 5 . . &
median rent Tor conventional (market) units, “atfordable™ uaits and student housing.

Exhibit IV-14 shows the wicdian rents for conventonal, affordable and student housing units as of
3Q08. It is mteresting to note how close the medians for convenaonal and affordable rentals are.
Untts that are identificd as “student”” housing carry much higher medians, likely because they are

constructed as and shared by several students 1n one “unit.”

Exhibit iV-14.

Median Rents,

3Q08 ) Student
Sawnce:

Astine luvestor ilerests and BBC
Rescarch & Cousulting

Convenlional

Affordable

T T T T
30 $400 3800 31,200 $1,600 $2,000

Historical increases. The U.S. Census estimarcs that the median rent in Austin in 2007 was $329.
This compares to $724 in 2000. Renters are paying $105 more per month for their units than they
were in 2007, This is equivalent t an average annual increase ol §15 per year, or about a 2 percent

average annual increase.

- Austin’s median rent in 2007 was the second highest of the peer citics of Dallas, Denver, Portland
and Seattle. In 2000, Austin had the lughest median rent. Between 2D00 and 2007, Austin’s median

rent increased less than all of the peer aties except for Denver, as shown below.

Exhibit IV-15.
Comparative Rent Levels,

2000 and 2007

Source;

LS. Census Bureau 2000 and 2007. !
Dallas $ 623 $ 737 $114 18%
Denver $ 631 $ 726 3 95 15%
Portland %622 $ 762 $ t40 23%
Seattle t 72 $ 881 $ 160 22%

Rents per square foot. As of 3Q08, rental unitsin Austin averaged $.99 per square feet. This means
that a 500 squarc foot apartment woald rent for $495/month; a 1,000 square foot apartment would
rent for $§990/month. Price per square foot varies by apartment class, with A-class apartments
averaging §1.08 per square font; B at $.99 per square foot and C at $.92 per square foot. More than
half of apartments offered concessions as of 3Q08.

Austin Investor luterests” affordable databuse is mostly comprised of Low Income | Tonsting Tax Credit propenies. We
believe it reprresents the wajority of the affordable mventory in Austin (bur not Section § vauchers)
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Fixhibit IV-16 shows the average pec square foot and average price per month by apariment gpe as
of 3QU8.

Exhibit iv-16.
Apartment Pricing
by Ciass, 3008

R
pouteEs Class A § 1.08 $ 1,054 70%
Aulstin inveslor interesis. .
Class B $ 0.99 3 843 57%
Class C 3 0.92 3 689 40%
Alt $0.99 $ 843 52%

Rent by unit size. Exhibit IV-17 shows the average rent levels in 3Q08 by unit size (number of
bedrooins), in addition 1 the average rent per sqnare feet. As demonstrated by the exhibit,
cthiciencies have the lowest rents, but they also have the highest price per square foor. Renters would
get the most vahee for their money by sharing a larger 1nit and paying a much lower rice per square

foot if they could afford to.

Exhibit IV-17.

Average Rent by Type,

Austin, 392008

SourcH Effictency 1 546 $ 1.27

Austin investor injerests. 1 bedroom 3 728 3 1.05
2 bedroom 3 935 $ 0,93
3 bedroom $ 1,160 $ 0.93
4 bedroom $ 1,700 3 1.22
5 bedroom $ 2,727 $ 1.37

Rents by location. [Ixhibit 1V-18 shows rent costs in Austin by tocation. Rents were highest in

central Auvstin, followed by the northwest dnd west.

Exhibit IV-18.
Average Rent, Austin
Market Areas, 3Q2008

Source:
Austin Investor interests.
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Eixhibit IV-19 shows average rents by ype and averages by apartment size and the numiber and

proporion of renter houscholds in Austin who could afford such rents withow being cost

burdened”. Tt also shows whar renters cn a fford based on the ML The exhibit shows the following:

B An estimated 69 percent of Ausitn’s renters could afford the average-priced efficiency (srudio)

unit without being cost burdened in 3Q08, leaving 31 percent of renters unable to afford the

average-priced efficiency.

@ A litde more than half of renters could afford the average-priced one-bedrovm umit, 45 percent

could afford two-bedroom units and 35'percent could afford the average-priced three-bedronm unit.

. . _
&  Overall, 49 percent of Ausu

Exhibit IV-19.
Income Needed to
Afford Average
Rent, by Unit Size,
3Q08

Source: .
Auslirr investor Inferes!s and BBC
Research & Consulting.

n’s renters could afford the average priced rentalimit in 3308,
T

Elficiency

1 bedroom
, 2 bedroom

3 bedroom

4 bedroom

5 bedroom

All

$ 546
$. 728
$ 935
$1,160
$ 1,700
$ 2,727
$ 843

$ 109,080
$ 33,720

Exhibit IV-20 shows what households would need 10 earn w afford the average rens by arca. The

Central Business Diswictis clearly the least affordable rental area in the city. 1o most of the city,

renters earming 50 percent of the MET could afford the median rent. Renters earning less than 40)

percent of the MFI have fewer options—mostly only the north and northeast.

Exhibit 1V-20.
Income Needed to
Afford Average
Rent, by Area, 3Q08

Source:
Anstin invesior Inferesis.

Central Business Dislrict
Far North

Far Northwest

North

Northeast

Northwest

Northwest Hills

South

Southeast

Southwesl

i ;

ome

$ 47,600
$ 75,640
$ 29,880
$ 37,400
$ 24,720 .
$ 27,680
$ 33,360
$ 35,240
$ 31,720
$ 31,440
$ 39,760

" Based on the Censes' 2007 American Companity Survey (ACS) inenmie by tenure.
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Lshitbir TV-21 shows the Incanon of conventional rental compleses diat offer rents affordable to
renters camning less than 36 percent of the ML or about $20.700 per vear. The Huusing Authority of
the City of Austin (1TACA) communiues and Section § choice voucher Incations are also mapped in
Lxhibir IV-2[, making the assumption that these units are affordable to renters caring less than 30
percent of the ML These houscholds need rents of no more than $425 per month to afford reni
and utilities and not be cost burdened. There are just 565 units in Y developments provided by the

private market in Austin alfordable to these households.

Exhibit IV-22 on the following page shows affordable rentals for 50 percent of the MET and less. or
abput 35,000 per year. There are 38,000 of these units provided by the private market. The private
market units have an average square footage of 697. HACA communitics and Section 8 choice

vouchers are also nmpped in Exhibit 1V-22,

Overall, HACA has 1,928 units in 19 developments in Austin. Those units are presented in the maps
below. HACA also administers 5,127 vouchers. Approximately 3,000 addresses of voucher recipients
are mapped below.’

Exhibit IV-21.
Location of Developments with Units Affordable to Households Earning 0% to 30% MFI

Subsidizedd Umite
. 110 3G urits
® 30 60umis

6016 120 ity

120+ upits

Note: Subsidized units include both HACA communities and the location of Section 8 choice vouchers.,
Source:  Austin Investor Inlerests, HACA, and BBC Research & Consulting.

! [nosmg Authonry of the City nf Austin (TLACA): hetpy/ /www.hacanct.org/
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Exhibit tv-22.
Location of Developments with Units Afferdable to Househoids Earning 0% to 50% MFI

Subsehzed Unrt;
| to 30 uruts

3G te 0wt
&01¢ 120 wmts

120+ urits

Nole: Subsidized unis mchade HACA communities and the location ot Section & choice vouches.

Source:  Austin Inveslor interests, HACA and BBC Research & Consulting.

Future development. Austin Investor Interests reports that about 8,100 apartment units were under
constmeton as of 3Q2008. Ninety-four percent are “conventional” (private market) units; 5 percent
are affordable. An additional 1,700 units have been approved for development, with 62 percent
convenuonal, 30 percent affordable and 7 percent student housing.

In addition, developments with 4,500 units have been submitted for approval (100 percent
conventional) and 3,870 are proposed (94 percent conventional, 6.5 percent affordable). Barring any
unforescen circumstances, Austin is unlikely 10 see any shortage of apariment construction in the

necar hiture.

Exhibit TV-23 shows the location of the apartments under construction and approved by type and
location. The most activity will occur in Central Austin, where rents are high and vacancies are low,
followed by far north and south Austin. Affordable development is highly concentrated in Southeast

Austin.
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Exhibit Iv-23,
Location of Future Development

Central

Ceniral Business Disirict 553

Far Nowth F,567

Far Northwest o

Nortft 516

Northeast 509

Northwesl 664

MNorthwest Hills 684 )

South 1050 F23% 0.0% 0.0% 1,150 10.9%

Southeast 41s 4.9% 832 91.6% - 0.0% 1,247 13.0%

Southwest 712 B.4% 0.0% - i 0.09 712 7 4%
Total 8,523 100% 908 100% 187 100% 9,618 100%

Sowrce:  Austin Invesior Inleresls

M/ reports that as of July 2008, 12,800 apartments were vinder consuruction in the broader Austin
arca. This is the third highest apartnient construction activity pationally (Dallas and Houston are

first).

Dhiring 2009, M/PI* expects occupaacy to fall by 1.5 percentage points and reats to stabilize. Yet
despite signs thar in the short-termi the multifamily market may weaken, M/ paints a rosy scenarto

for the fiture in Austin, mostly duc o antcipated employment growth.

Homeownership in Austin. The median prices reported in this report will differ from those
reported by the Texas A&M Real Estate Center because of 2 methodological differences: area of
geographic analysis and the type of listing analyzed. With dam provided direetly from the Austin
Board of Realtors (ABOR), BBC Rescarch & Consulting analyzed listings within the city of Austin,
as opposed to the Austin-Round Rock MSA. Additionally, BBC methodology includes a#/ listings,
which includes not only sold listings, but also expired and withdrawn listings.

Statistics presented for 1998 includes listngs for the entire year. Statistics presented 2008 includes
listings from January 1, 2008 through October 31, 2008.

As of October 2008, the median price of all homes in Austin on the for sale housing market was
$240,000. More specifically, the median price for detuched single family homes, which includes houses
and detached condominiums, was $260,000. The median price for a single family a/tuched home,
which includes condominiums, attached 'z duplexes and garden homes, was $199,000. Mulafamily
homes, which inclode duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes, had 2 median sales pricc of $214,900 in
2008".

e detached, atiached and maltifamily classifications in this seetion aee based on the classification of 1he data in the
Mulople Listing Scovice (MILS).
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Eixhibits IV-24 show the number of detached single family, attached single family and multfamily
units for sale in Ausun m 2008 by the incomes at which they are affordable. b is imporiant to note
that houscholds can attord homes in therr affordubilisy price vmge i addition w homes priced below
that range.

Exhibit 1V-24.

Distribution of Housing Units Available to Buy by Income Range and Housing Type, 2008
500
aso| Single Family, Attached

1%0- i .
300+
250"
200 P e

100

50

0 T T T T T T T T T T T T T T

tenthan  $10,000 315,000 420000 425,000 110,000 $14000  RA4D00G  fE5 000 FEER ) B0, DD 5000 MIDMGID RE2RA00 L0000 06 600

$10,000 o ] o to b [ 3 L b Ia 3 1o i o o s
$14,999 $19 099 $24 999 $2999% $14,999 FE LR L T FETE T [ FE R TR LI T U N TR

reoor| Single Family, Detached

1,400
1,200
1,000
800+
5001
400

200~

o T v T T J -t T 1
Lexsthan  $10,000  $15000 420,000  $25000  $30,000 $35000  $40,.000 X 360,000  $75000  $100,000 ) $150,000 $200,000
$40,000 o to to 1a 1o 1o -] to te to -]
314,999 419,999 424,999 $29 999 $34.999 $39,999 $44,999 $49,999 459,999 $74,999 199,999 4124999 $149,999 $199,999

or more

200
g0 Multifamily

160+

140+

100+

801

50

40

20

v T T T T T T T T - T T T T 1
Lessthan 310,000 $13,000 370,000 $25.000 330,000 $33000 340,000 $45000 $50000 60,000 $75,000 5100000 $325000 3150000 3200000
440,000 o o o o [ to o io L] L5 o - ] or more
$14.999  $19999  $24999 429999  $34,999  $39,999  $4499%  $49,99% 459,999 174,999 199,999 $124,999  $149,999  $199 999

Note: income levels chosen lor dividing lines are arbitrary and intended to point out obvious break points

Sourte: MLS and BBC flesearch & Consulting

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION IV, PAGE 19



The graphs demonsirate where rhe peak and valleys exist in housing supply. For example,
houschaolds in Austin camning between $75,000 and $100,000 had the most options 1in 2008 for

purchasing homes; households caming tess than $25,000 had the lewest choces.

An esamated 13 percent of renters and 53 percent of owneus in Austin could atford the median
priced for sale unitin 20087, Affordability increases tor the less expensive single family attached and
multifamily products and decreases for the more expensive single family detached units. Exhibit V-

25 displays the percentage of renter and owner households that could afford median priced vaits in

Aunstin.
Exhibit iV-25. -
Affordability of Median
Priced UInits to Renter £
and Owner Households, Median Price $240,000 $260,000 $199,000 214,900
Austin, 2008 .

Renlers 21,463 18,631 36,620 30,742

Percernt 13% 171% 229 19%

Source: Owners 74,405 69,029 B7,7272 82,588
MLS and BBL Research & Col_\sulling‘_ Percent 539 4994 6% 5895

Exhibit 1V-26 presents similar affordability data, but by income ranges based on median family
income (MFET). . :

Exhibit IV-26.

Extremely Low Income &7 3.2% 3.2% 22 0.2% 0.2% 2 0.2% 0.2%
<30% MF| or $20,730 or less .

Very Low Income 316 11.2% . 15% 352 3 6% 4% 30 3.3% 1%
319%-50% MFl or 320,73t 10 $34,550

Low Income : 229 27.1% 42% 1909 19.5% 23% 258 28.6% 32%
51%-80% MFl or $34,551-455,280

Maoderale Income 163 13.5% 55% 1180 12.1% 35% 152 16.9% 49%
819-95% MFl or $55,281 10 $65,645

Note:  Percenl will no) add up to 100%, a5 nol all income levels are included in this table

Source: MLS and BBC Research & Consulling.

According to Exhibit IV-26, extremely low and very low income houscholds would have extrene
difficulty purchasing a home in Austin; very litde single family detached (4 percent) and multifamily
(4 percent) product would be available to them. Although 15 percent of single family attached units,
which primarily includes condominiums, are affordable 1o very low income households, the
affordable condo products are older units, which may have maintenance needs and homeowner
association fees that make the vnits more difficult 1o afford than they appear to be.

? Based v the Census' 2007 American Communmity Sucvey (ACS) meome by rennee and 2008 M1S data.
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Low tncome houscholds wouldd find one-third o 40 percent of atached and multifamily units
affordable. Moderate income households find about one half units affordable. In contrast, most
detached stngle family units are difticult o afford even at the moderare income level.

Location of housing by affordability for single family units. Fxhibits IV-27 dhrongh 1V-30 on the

pages 22 and 23 show where housing is located that ts affordable to rwo distinet income categories:

L. Low income houscholds, carning between 51 and 80 percent of MIT, or between
$34,551 and $55.280; and

12

Moderate income households, earning between 81 and 95 pereent nf ML, or beoween
$55.281 and $65.645.

Derached units that were for sale in 2008 and affordable o the lowest income houscholds in Austn
were mostly located on the far west and east sides of the city. Auached uniis affordable to this
income segment were mostly located in the central, southeast and western portion of the city. The

darker the shading, the higher the nimber of affordable units.

For moderate income houscholds, affordable derached units were located in the north central and
weslern part of the aity. Affordable attached units were distributed throughout the city, with some

clusteriug m the central, northwest and southeast part of the city.
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What do households get for their money? As nwenrioned above, houscholds carning less than
33-L.550 (50 percent or less of MFI) looking for a detached single fanuly home 1 Austin could afford
a home priced at $1 01,873 or less. Low o moderate income houscholds carning between 50 pereent
and 95 percent of MFT (835,551 to $65.645) could afford a home priced at $211281 or less. Fxhibit
V=33 shows, on average, what houscholds can purchase in Austin by these :\i‘f(zrdnbilir_\* levels.

Exhibit 1V-33.
Characteristics of Afford

Extremely and very low incone $ 111,873 | 792 - 14 1.4 1982
<50% MFl or 334,550 or less a
Low 1o moderate income 3 21 1,281 1,000 1.8 1.8 1986

57 to 959% MFl or $34,551 10 365,645

e

PR A : L gt i
Extremely and very low income $ 111,873 1.4 1.4 1982
<50% MFI or $34,550 of less

Low 1o moderate income $ 211,281 1,000 1.8 £.8 1986
51 to 95% MFl or $34,551 10 365,645 s 3

Soirce:  MIS and BBC Research & Consurlting

Affordable units are not only geographically isolated, as displiyed above, but they arc also notably
smaller. For example, the average square footage for all for sale single family units in Austin i 2008
was 2,005 square feet. More specifically, the average housc for sale in Austia was 2,230 square feet,
built tn 1984, with 3.4 bedrooms and 2.6 bathrooms,

How Has The Regional Housing Market Changed?

As the Austin housing market has become notably more expensive, the geographic distribution of
units affordable to houscholds caraing 80 perceat or less of the MFI has changed. Housing options
for moderate and low income houscholds have become more abundant outside of Austits,

Single family home prices have risen drastically in the last ten years, while the MFT has not. Based on
income increases, over the last 10 years, the average family in Austin can afford to spend an
additional $18,000 1o purchase a home; however, the median price for a single family home in Austin
has increased by $115,000. Exhibit IV-34 displays how the MI°I and home prices have changed in the
last 1) years.
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Exhibit 1V-34.

Median Famiiy Income
and Single Family
Home Affordability,
Austin, 1998-2008

Mole:

AHordabitity calculations for 1998
inrhided sonie peoperty tax and atility
values as 2008,

Soutrce;
MLS, HUD and BBC Reseawch &
Cousultmg.

§ 50,800

$ 55,400
$ 58,900

$ 64,700
$ 71,100
$ 66,900
$ 66,900
$ 67,300

. $ 69,600

1 69,300

$ 129,900
$ 140,000
3 172,000
$ 189,900
$ 182,500
$ 179,900
$ 179,900
$ 190,000
3 214,900
4 242,993
$'245,000

317,212 42%
$132,534 46%
3 144,191 9%
$163,510 39%
$ 184,826 30%
$170,837 47%
$170,837 47%
'$172,170 43%
$179,830 40%
3174831 30%
$178,165 28%

$ 69,100

Morcover, homes for sale in 1998 thai reappeared on.the markes in 2008 have appreciated

significantly. Exhibit IV-35 shows the-pereentage of appreciation by location. Although homes in
west Austn are appreciating less than homes in 1he other parts of the city, far more resale activiry is
occurring in this poruon of Austin. Price appreciation is more apparent in communities with less
activity, like ceatral cast Austin, where only recently has sale activity increased.

Exhibit 1v-35. " < -~
pEeciation Perceint Change, i '
Price ! /
Appreciation ®  Llessdun 25t ’ ——
of Homes 2580 . 50 (0 o
00790 - W) (P E )
For Saile in a ] \ f'{ Vi
1998 and 2008 L0 s S0 e / ‘
’

Austin ® 200 1% o1 1m01e :.'
tHeighbarhwod Plannssg Aress {

|

Note:

Homiey on the market in :
hoth 1998 and 200B with ') i

considerable increases in L X \
sgquare lootage were not

included, as it was assumed rd ™y Yy {
thal price increases were
also due 1o biome
improvements

Source: ™ 2 f = 1". #
MLS and 88C Research & g . 5
Consulting - K] Fa-r

/
\
i P, BEP

/
/ ' —
#
i . y i
5

L

N 1 . :

As home prices have become increasingly more expensive, particularly in neighborhoods once

considered affordable and stable, less expensive housing choices have begun moving outside of
Austin. Exhibits IV-36 and IV-37 display the geographical shift in single family detached units
affordable to houscholds carnings between 50 and 95 percent of MET in the last ten years.
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Houscholds earning less than 95 percent of the median would generally find newer and lareer
affordable housing stock outside of Ausria, in surrounding communitics that have recentdy begnit
absorbing regional growth. For example, i 2008, the average home in Austin affordable to
houscholds earning 80 to 95 percent of the MET was buill in 1986 and had 1,970 square feet. The
same houschold could find a home in Pllugerville buile in 2001 with 2,320 square feet. Fixhibit TV-38
displays what houscholds earaing between 80 percent and 95 percent of MFI could get for their
money within the region. Size and age are the biggest differences in honsing types in and ontside of

Austin.
Exhibit IV-38.

Housing Characteristics of Detached Singie Family Units Affordable
10 B1% 1o 95% MFI ($55,281 to $55,645), Austin Region, 1998 and 2008

i Al
Austin 1981 1,681 36 27 1986 33 25
Baslrop 1980 2,806 3.7 2.8 1988 3.3 24
Buda 1990 1,304 3.9 26 2001 © 36 26
Cedar Park 1996 732 3.9 2.9 1998 - 3.4 25
Dripping Springs 1993 782 3.4 2.6 2003 3.1 2.5
Elgin 1993 785 3.3 2.7 1989 - 3.3 25
Hullo 1996 2,339 35 3.0 2005 3.9 26
Kyle 1995 2,135 4.0 4.0 2005 3.9 2.7
Leander 1990 1,766 36 2.8 2004 3.7 2.5
Manor 1985 2,934 4.0 3.0 2003 35 2.5
Round Rock 1992 1,163 3.9 2.9 1998 3.6 25

Note: Assumplion is made that households seek housing units near the lop ol their allordability threshold, Thus, weits showat in this map are priced
belween $178,166 and $211,281.

Source:  MLS and BBC Research & Consulling.

Housing stock affordable to household earning 150 percent or more of the MIFI ($103,650) has also
became more abundant within Austin and the region. However, density has primarily increased in
west Austn. Exhibit IV-39 displays how honsing stock affordable 1o houscholds carning $103,650 or
more has evolved in the Iast 10 years.
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Mortgage Foreclosures
Cwerall, Austin has nor been plagned with the volume of foreclosures that cites like Denver, Las
Vey

Si‘r:'L‘i":'L-:_'. Far east and south Austin netghborhio wls contain the h:ghe::.[ levels of Foreclosures within

as and Phoenix have expericnced. Rather, foreclosures m Austin have been very geographically
the iy, mdicaung the correlation in Austin between low income households and foreclosures.
Exhibin IV-40 displays the percentage of fureclosures by Census Tract.

Exhibit IV-40.
Percentage of Foreclosures by Census Tract, Austin, 2008

'In.

; _._. Ui 2y of Teenas

o Farethoune s

Less than 2 percim
m 2 prroent to 5 percent
BBl roter than © parcens

HMaote: Hunber of laseclonsres divided by the tolal number of mortgages.
Souroe: Department of Howsing & Urban Development HUD Liser website
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Relationship Between Housing and Employment

Lengrhy commutes and excessive wraffic in metropnlitan areas can be the effect of a geographical
mismatch of emplorment and housing opporwunities. Although some employees simply prefer iving
far away from work, others arc forced w live far away from rheis places of employment to find

housing that mects their affordability crireria.

In 2004, the Uiniversity of Texas’s Chandra Bhat, a well-known transportation modeler, surveyed 699
. - . T e . - . 111 rge

enmmuters who work and reside within ays, Willamson and “travis Counries." The responses were

weighted by race, income, gender, houschold size, household type and commte travel mode choice

Lo best represent the population of Austin’s commuters. He found the following:
g Commuters were primarily employed fll-rime;

B Fifty-seven percent of the commuters completed an undergraduate degree and another 23

percent completed a Master’s degree;

8 They eamed, on average, $44,650 a year, which is close to the average annual wage of both
Travis County and the Austin-Round Rock MSA. Despite the high level of education of survey
respondents, the distribution of personal income favored moderate levels of income; 22 percent
of respondents earned less than $25,000 a year and an additional 50 percent of respondents
carned berween $25,000 and $55,000;

®  Most commuters commute between 10 and 15 miles (22 percent) or 15 to 25 miles (21 percent)

one way, and drive alone (85 percent); and

®  Many commuters felt the trip was cither extremely or very congested (55 percent), and 63

percent of Austn’s commuters felt the commute was cither very or somewhar stressful.

In summary, many commuters in Austin resemble typical low to moderate income houscholds who
have mosr likely moved out of Avstin t find affordable housing pportunitics.

Austin’s economic development and recruitment efforts have focused on attracting high tech firms,
specializing in products and markets such as semiconductor, clean energy, biomedical and wireless
technology. As a result, Austin has an abundance of high paying jobs. In addition, because
technology firms work closely with one another, as well as with smaller contractors, these firms have
a tendency to locate in close proximity with one another. Austin’s largest employers, as identified by
the Austin Chamber of Commerce, are heavily concentrated along the Mo-Pac, downtown, which
includes the University of Texas campus and north Austin. Exhibit IV-41 displays geographically
some of Austin’s largest employers. The exhibit demonstrates the diversity of wages in the high
employment zip codes: For example, while most of the largest employment occupations are relatively
high paying, many are not. Eight percent of the jobs are in sales occupations with a median annual
wage of less than $30,000.

I Inlk report can be found here: www.ce.utexas.cdu/ prof/bhat/RI.P( )I{'I'S/(.nmmutm'_sur\'cy.ppr
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Exhibit IV-41.
Location of Austin’s Largest Employers
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Note: This is not an exhaustive list ol Ausiin®s employers. Ratheer, these lirms represent industries ol inlerest 10 the Austin Chambet of Commerce. Retaiters

are not included.
Source:  Austin Chamber ol Commetce and BBC Research & Consulting.

7ip codes 78735 and 78746 house some of Austin's largest employers, including Advanced Micro
Devices (AMD), Freescale Semiconductors and Barton Creek Resort and Spa. Although these zip
codes contain many high paying jobs in the tech industries, there are also a large number of low to
moderate paying jobs in scrvice sectors like food and beverage preparation. Thus, the weighted
average of jobs located within these zip codes is just under $45,000."" Exhibit 1V-42 displays he
overall employment and wage distribution within these two zip codes.

H . . . . .
Average of medrare wapes wetghted an the number af jobs wirhut the zip endes.
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Because the housing market in this part of town has developed in a way to appeal 10 high carnmg

houscholds, muny workers have to commute from more affordable pacts of owa. lor example,
within a 5 mile radius of the 78735 and 78746 zip codes. the median price for sale single famnily

homes in 2008 was $325,000. Thus, many workers commute into the southern portion af the ciry

from the south, east and the north. As such. major downtown arteries beeome congested. Exhibir

IV-43 displays areas of high walfic concentrations during the peak aflernoon commute hous.

Exhibit IV-43,
PM Hot Spots in Austin
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Although Austin has succeeded m securing high wage jobs, a’large portion of the eity’s cconomy 1s
stilt comprised of low and moderate waged employment opportenities. As the city’s housing market
continues 10 become more expensive, houscholds may be forced o find affordable housing optons
turther away from the areas nfcmploymenr density in downtown Austin, north Austin, and

southwest Anusun, along Mo-Pac.

Future employment growth. 1he overall job composition in Austin will most likely change very
lirte in the nexe 10 years. As it currently stands, 10 percent of Austin’s occupations pay. on average,
enough to afford the median priced home in Austin of $240,000. However, if a household has a
second carner who makes an equal or greater amount of money per year, that perceatage increases to
about 50 percent. In othier words, houscholds will nose likely be dependent on second earers 1o
Mlord homeownership. And, evea with a second carner, nuny of the wages paid within Austin ace

nat high enough ro afford current home prices.

Lixhibtr 1V-44 shows the distribution of 2008 and 2018 jobs, their median wages and the maximum
home price that could be afforded by one- and two-earner hauseholds. The vast majority of workers
need homes priced under $200,000 1o afford to buy unless they live in two-carner households—in

which case, 42 percent still need homes priced under $200,000.
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SECTION V.
Housing Affordability Analysis

This secrion compares Austin’s availability of rental and for-sale housing at different prices with

houscholds by affordability range. This exercise was conducted to examine:
B If rents are appropriate to meet the affordability needs of the ciy’s renters;
8 If renters can find housing 1o buy that is affordable to them; and

28  lhe choices current owners have il they were 0 move within Austin,
The analysis found the following:

Rental needs. Austin has a \*cr)" strong need for affordable renials. The city’s rental marker is
narrowly priced, with 79 pcrcént of units p.riccd between $550 and §1,150 per month {(specifically, 44
percent rent between $550 and $775 and 35 percent between $775 and $1,150). These units are
affordable to households carning hetween $25,000 and $50,000.

The city’s renters c:':u'n.ing. less than $20,000 per year—44,700 renters—had just 7,150 affordable units
in the nuarket from which to choose. This means that there are 37,600 more renters carning less than
$20,000 per y'car than units in the market affordable to them, even after accounting for subsidized
units and vouchers. In other words, just 1 in 6 renters earning less than $20,000 can find affordable

housing.

The mismarch between renter income and availability of units is most severc for renters carning less
than $10,000 per year: These 21,700 renters have just 2,400 units affordable to them, leaving a

shortage of 19,300 units.

By 2020, the city will need to develop 12,500 rental units priced at $425 and less to meet the growing
needs of low income renters. To only modestly lower the current low income rental gap and meet the

growing needs, as many as 16,500 units should be constructed.

Homeownership needs. To buy in Austin, potential homeowners must earn at least $50,000
before one-third of attached units and 16 percent of detached units beecome affordable. About one-
third of the city’s renters carn enough (o have these choices in Austin’s home purchase market.
Renters caring $75,000 have many more choices—however, just 13 percent of Austin’s reaters carn

this much.

Austun has a need for homes priced between $113,000 and $240,000 © cnable its renter population
carning berween $35,000 and $75,000 per year to become homeowners. In many cities, this demand
for affordable homes is partally fulfilied through attached housing; however, in Austin, this
ownership product 15 currently limired.
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Furre growth of homeowners will demand a slighdy different distribution of pucce poines (han the

city has noew. To accommoedare futuce homeowners:
> ] ])L‘i.'CL’l'H of the wmrs must be pl‘iCi‘d at §113.000 and less (]1}\(_|v small condos);
> 13 percent ar FTL3.000 w0 F160,500 (2 mix of condos wud townhomes):

> 21 percent at $160,500 to $240,400 (condos, 1ownhomes, cottages am! small smgle
famuly derached units); and

> 58 percent more than $240,400 (range of housing options).

This distribunon is not much different thao what Austin®s market currently offers, except for 2
slightly higher proporiions at the most affordable levels.

Austin relative to Denver. BBC conducted a study very similar to Austin’s comprehensive
market analysis for the City and Connty of Denver in 2006. Compared to Denver:

8 Rental gap. Ausun has a much greater oced for affordable rentals. Like Austin, Denver has a
large mismatch between supply and demand for its lowest income renters. However, Denver’s
rental market provides maoy more affordable unifs to renters carning less than $20,000 per year
(15,600 umts compared to Austin’s 7,150 wuts). Denver’s cental gap dininishes ar the $20,000
income mark, meaning that Denver’s lower income renters who have to “rent up” in order to

find somewhere to live likely face lower levels of cost burden than in Austin.

T ' B O

B Homeownership gap. Denver's detached single family unit price distribution and affordability
is stmilar to Austin’s; however, Denver offers more affordable hoteovwnership options because
it has a larger attached market. In Denver, during 2005, there were 4,200 attached homes for
sale affordable tv potential buyers earning $50,000 and less. This compares 10 Austin’s 950
homes in 2008. (And, Austin has about 40 percent more renters earning less than $50,000 than
Denver does). In addition, Denver had 10,000 attached homes on the market for purchase in
2005. By comparison, Austin had 2,700 in 2008.

Methodology

The analysis in this section cxamines housing need across all income levels, to identify mismatches in
supply and demand for all houscholds in Austin. It reports the results of a modeling effort called a
gaps analysts, which compares housing affordability for houscholds at different income levels to the

supply of housing untis affordable at these income levels.

The analysts used the most recent data gathered in 2008, which includes the following:

#  Household projections from the city’s demographe, the American Community Survey (ACS)
and houschold income ranges from ACS;

®  Austn Investor Interests’ third quarter 2008 (3Q08) rental data with pricing, location, number
of units and affordability components;

8 Broad rental market conditions (overall and submarker vacancy rates, average rcnts) from
M/PF Yieldstar;

SECTION v, PAGE 2 BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING



@ Data on subsidized rental units from the Anstin Housing Authoruy, the Travis County

Housing Autherity and the City of Austin Consolidated Plan:
Data on potential build out from the city’s planning department, and

] Data on mulutamily developments vander construction and approved trom Austn

Investor Interests.

Rental data note. Our distribution of renral data is based on data purchased from Austin Investor
Interests. These daia represent apartments in buildings with 50 units and more. There is no

comparable source of data for apartments with less than 50 units.

The data are adjusted to account for Section 8 voucher subsidies and atfordable units that were not

captured in the Ausun lavestors dara.

To ensure that our distribution was not significantly affecied by the lack of small aparument
buildings, we compared the rental distnbution estimated by the U.S. Census for Austin in 2007 with

our distnibution.

Defining affordabllity. Housing is “affordable” if no more than 30 percent of a houschold’s
monthly income 1s nceded for rent, mortgage payments and ualines. When the proporuon of houschold
income needed to pay housing costs exceeds 30 percent, a houschold is considered “cost burdencd.”

Housing programs generally focus on assisting lower income populations. 11UD divides low and
moderare income houscholds into categortes, based on thetr relationship to the median family
ncome (MEI): extremely low income (carning 30 percent or less of the MF1), very low income
(carning between 31 and 50 percent of the MF1), low income (caring between 51 and 80 percent of
the MIT) and moderate income (carning between 81 and 100 percent of the MIT).

Rental Affordability

"The distribution of rental units by price for Austin was based on 3Q08 data from Austin Investar
Interests, which captured about 122,000 units in the City of Austn. Because the data do aot capture
all of the rental subsidies or affordable units in the city (c.g., Section 8 vouchers), we obtained data
on the affordability of public housing units and affordable units from housing authorities and the city
and adpisted our rental distribution for these affordable units.

Private market units that were not eapiired by the Austin Investor Interests data were assumed to
have the same price distribution as the sample of the 122,000 units.

A few assumptions were necessary to complete the rental distribution:

8 The rental data do not include detached single family homes that are rented. For the purpose of
this analysis, 1t is assumed that rental rates for these single family homes are similar to the rates
represented by the survey sample. Single family home rents are likely to be slightly higher than
rents for an apartment of the same size. If the gaps analysis is affected by this assumption, it
would occur at the higher end of the rent scale. Tence, the gaps analysis may have
overestimated the mismatch between renral units and higher-income renter houscholds.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION V, PAGE 3



@ Market-rate umits rented to tenants with Section 8 vouchers were adpsted 0 reflecr the Sccron
8§ subsidy paking these units more affordable. We assume that Section 8 vouchers arc

predonunantiy held by households carning less than $25 000,

The vacancy rate for ali rental untis—market-rate and subsidized—was asstumed 1o be 7.9
percent, which is conssstent with the vacaney e reported by Austin Investor hterests fot
3008, M/TF Yicldswar, another commercial provider of rental dara, reporied a second quarter
2008 vacancy ol 6.6 percent, with an increase anticipated during the balnce nf 2008,

What can households afférd? I*\Iub:r V-1 shows the affordability of rental housing by price range.
Units are affordabie if no more than 30 pucul[ of a household’s income is required to pay both rent
and utiiities. [or examiple, houscholds c,m)mg iess than ﬁal!i 000 per year could atford to pay a
maxitnum of $175 in reft each month (accountng for ulthty cn:~.l:~) o avoid bemig cost burdened.

Exhibitv-1.

Affordable Rents by Household

Income Range, 2008

Source: . ' Less than $‘!0,000 $175

#BC Research & Consultig, = .| »$10,000 to $14,999 $300

+$15,000 to $19,999 3425

$20,000 to $24,999 $550
$25,000 to $34,999 3775
$35,000 to $49,999 $1,150
$50,000 to $74,999 $1,725
$75,000 to $99,999 $2,300
$100,000 10 $149,999 $3,550
$150,000 or more $3,550 +

Exhibrt V-2 shows the estimated number of renter households in cacliincome category in 2008,
aiong with the number and proportion of rental units affordable 10 them.

Exhibit v-2.
Renter Househoids Compared to Rentai Unlts, 3Q2008

Less than $10,000 $175 21,719 1% 2,397 13%
$10,000 to $14,999 $300 © 12,390 1% 1,932 7%
$15,000 to $19,999 $425 12,160 2% 2,822 7%
$20,000 to $24,999 $550 13,819 9% 15,446 8%
$25,000 (o $34,999 $775 26,530 48% 79,034 16%
$35,000 to $49,999 $1,150 28,103 38% 63,186 17%
$50,000 to $74,999 $1,725 29,583 8% 13,366 18%
$75,000 to $99,999 $2,300 10,898 1% 1,476 7%
$100,000 to $149,999 $3,550 6,335 0% 292 4%
$150,000 or more $3,550 + 4,113 0% 55 2%
Total 165,650 180,006

Source:  BBC Research & Cousulling,
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Rental mismatch summary. lixhibit V-3 comparcs the supply of rental imtts to the number of
renter houscholds m each category. The Rental Gap column ilentifies the shortages and excesses in

the market—this is the rental it mismatch. The rental gaps analysis shows the following:

8 In 2008, 21,700 renter houscholds—13 percent of all renter households in Austin—carmed less
than $10.000. These houscholds could only afford to pay a maximum $175 per month in rent
without being cost burdened. Ausun has approximately 2,400 nnits and rerital assistance
vouchers for these households—leaving a gap of 19300 underserved houscholds.

8 Another 24,500 renter houscholds—14 percent of all renters—need apartments with renes of
berween $175 and $425 to avotd being cost Inrrdened. These houscholds carn between $10,000
and $20,000 per year. 1n 2008, these renters had approsimately 4,750 affordable onits and

vouchers available 1o tiem, lea aving a gap of 19,800 un«lcnac:v(.d I:(mach()ldq

2 lor renters to have a range of affordable choices in Austit, they must carn at least $25,000 per
vear. For renters with mcomes of $25,000 and more, affordable rearal unirs 1bnund Austm
rental market is narrowly priced, with most rents herween $550 and $1,150 pcr momh ‘c;(,vu:t_\,-
nine percent of rental imits fall within this price band.

®  Sixty-four percent of Austin’s renters earn more than $25,000 and, as such, are adequiately
served by the rental market. or the other 36 percent, it can be difficult to find an affordable
rental, and many find themselves paying more than 30 percent of their incomes for housing,

This can constrain their ability to save for the downpayment needed to purchase a home.

Exhibit v-3.
Rentai Gaps Analysis, 2008

Less than $10,000 $175 21,719 13% 2,397 1% (19,322)
$10,600 io $14,999 $300 12,390 7% 1,932 1% (10,458}
$15,000 10 $19,999 $425 12,160 7% 2,822 2% (9,339)
$20,000 10 $24,999 $550 13,819 8% 15,446 9% 1,627
$25,000 to $34,999 $775 26,530 16% 79,034 44% 52,504
$35,000 1o $49,999 $1,150 28,103 17% 63,186 35% 35,083
$50,000 Lo $74,999 $1,725 29,583 18% 13,366 7% (16,217)
$75,000 10 $99,999 $2,300 10,898 7% 1,476 1% (9,422)
$100,000 to $149,999 $3,550 6,335 4% 292 0% (6,043)
$ 150,000 or more $3,550 + 4,113 2% 55 0% (4,057)
Total 165,650 100% 180,006 100%

Source: BBC Research & Consuliing.

Section 1V discusses future development, including the number of apartment complexes that are in

the pipeline for construction. As mentioned in the section, Austin’s rental market is projected to be

very active in the near future. It s unlikely, however, that the new units constructed will alleviate the
unmet demand for affordable renrals demonstrated by the gaps analysis (i.c., rent less than $425 per
month). Flowever, to the extent that the market cannot absorb the construction activity, prices may

drop, concessions may increase, and renters—even the lowest income renters—may find the market
more affordable.
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This oceurred fa Denver in 20083 and 2004, The phenomenon was a donble-edged sword tor
abfordable housmg, Rents dropped so much that the market was flooded with affordable reatals.
which was good news for renters, However, noaprotir housing providers found themsclves
competng with market rate providers offering vaparalleled amenities, which led 1o very high

vicancies and cash flow challeages for the nonprofits.

Single Family Affordability

This gaps analysss for the affordability of homes for sale was eonducted 10 examine two facers of the

for-sale market:
A How easily renters at differcar income levels can afford 10 buy a homie; and

B {low casily cirrent owners could afford to sell their current home and bny

another home v Austin.

The distribution of for-sale units by price for Austin was based on 2008 listings and sales of homies

on the market i Austin,

What can households afford? [ixhibit V-4 shows what houscholds at different income levels
could afford to buy by price rangc'. Units are affordable if 1o more than 30 percent of a houschold’s
tncome 1s required to pay both the morigage payment (including taxes and insurance) and ailities.
FFor example, households earning less than $10,000 per year could afford a home costing no more
thaa $33,396 (s tough price range within which to find 2 home).

Exhibit V-4.

Affordable

Home Prices

by Household e :

Income Range, Less than $10,000 $33,396 $35,000 to $49,999 $160,459

2008 $10,000 to $14,999 $49,371 $50,000 to $74,999 $240,386

S $15,000 to $19,999 $65,351 $75,000 to $99,999 $319,770

0L Research & Consuling. 1 £50,000 to §24,999 $81,360 $100,000 to $149,999 $479,625
$25,000 to $34,999 $113,063 $150,000 or more $639,449 +

Renter/for-sale mismatch. Exhibit V-5 on the following page shows the estimated number of
renter households in each income category in 2008, along with the number and proportion of homes
affordable to them as of 2008. This shows how well the for sale market is able 1o serve Austin’s
renters houscholds looking to buy.

I G g
Mortgage lomt terms are assumied as 30-year fixed, 6.5 pereent, 5 perceot dowapayment. 'he morigage paymens s alsn
adpusted to incomporate bazard insurance, property taxes aad wilities.

SECTION v, PAGE 6 BBC REsStARCH & CONSULTING



f 7 : .f.\N N
23994 A NOILDIS

ONILINSNOD R HOYYISIY S99

Buninsuon | yueasay 9y aamos

%001 %00 L 0Ll'6 2%00L %001 269'C %00L 05991 jelo)
%66 %8| riz'l %001 %8 80z %e £y + 6bb'6£9% 30W 10 000'05 1§
%18 907 0661 %6 %1 SEf Y SEE’9 ST9'6L TS 666’6 L% 010000018
%19 %/ 5£9'L %08 %91 SEb 9%/ 86801 02'61€% 666'66% 01 000°5/§
Yot %82 869°Z %9 %8T 95/ %8 L £85°62 98E'0FZS 666'7/% 01 000°0S ¢
%91 %€ L 9081 %9¢ %92 oL %1 E0L'8Z 65t°0918 666’674 01 000'SES
%E %€ 9Z¢ %6 %t 86 %91 0gs’9z E90°ELLS 666'FE$ 01000°5T$
%9 %¢ 69 %8 6181l 09¢°18% 666'¥Z$ 01 000'0Z%
%€ % €9 %< 09L°Z1 Lse's9¢ 666'61% 03 000'S 1§
%1 %L 9L %! 06£°71L LLZE'6+S 66671 03 00001
%0 %0 z %El 61212 96£°¢e s 000°01$ uey ssa

T A el
x‘..ﬂ%: o ,me..
S

SRR £

e G o -k'\l
mzmr i

mﬁutq
]

o irk x

2007 ‘saajuay s upisny oy bujsnoy ayeg-104 Jo Aypquepioyy
§-A NqIyx3



( Renters who want ro buy in Austn must earn $50,000 before one-third of artached units on the

market becorme affordable. The cinys 115,000 renters carning less than $50,000 would have had 950

attached unirs ro choose from if they were house shopping during 2008,

Renters looking for affordable detached homes would have found just 16 percent of the marker
affordable to them unless they carn more than $50,000. Reniers eatning $75,000 fare berter in the
market, with 44 percent of derached units atfordable in 2008,

In general, renters carning less than §$50,000 per year have limited choices in Austin’s market for
purchasing a detached single family home. Attached homes are more affordahle bur siill in limired
supply until potential buyers reach the $75.000 income mark.

_Homeownership mismatch. Exhibit V-6 shows how Austin’s owner pepulation matches up with
the units in Austn’s owner-occupied housing market. This analysis examines how cusily carrent
owners could move within Austin, In markets with rapid appreciation, some pwners find themselves
in a situation where they “could nor afford to buy the house they are living in.” Although this nsually
means owners have built equity, it can also mean that it is cost prohibitive for current owners to

move within a market.

The homeownership mismatch shows that current owners need 10 earn at least $50,000 before they

could move in Austin's marker casily, unless they havé a fair amonnr of equity in their existing home,

O Exhibit V-6.

Homeownership Gaps Analysis, 2008

Less than $10,000 $33,396 3,862 3% 47 0% (3,815)
$10,000 to $14,999 $49,371 3,374 2% 211 0% (3,163)
$15,000 to $19,999 $65,351 2,774 2% 939 1% (1,836)
$20,000 to $24,999 381,360 5,089 4% 1,279 1% (3,810)
$25,000 to $34,999 $113,063 9,937 7% 4,974 3% (4,962)
335,000 to $49,999 $160,459 15,915 11% 23,652 16% 7,737
$50,000to $74,999 $240,386 26,090 18% 40,523 28% 14,433
$75,000 to $99,999 $319,770 21,271 15% 24,755 17% 3481
$100,000 to $149,999 $479,625 27,840 20% 27,277 19% (563}
$150,000 or more $639,449 + 25,253 18% 22,549 15% (2,704}
Total 141,405  100% 146,206 100%

Source:  BBC Research & Consulling.
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Property tax increases. The gaps analysts above does not demonstrate the ncreased burden that
property tax increases are placing on some of Anstin’s enrrent homeowners. In some ncighborhoods,
raptdly tncreasing property appraisals are leading ro much higher tax bills, which might be
unatfordable to some homeowners. For example, one Holly neighborhood property appraised at
$77,000 in 2003, In 2008, the property appraised for $158,00(, Although (ax rates actually decreased.
tlie mcrease in appraised value caused the mx bill to rise from $700 in 2003 o $3,100 in 2008,
Addiuonally, this property was receiving a homestead exemption, meaning that some taxing units
were not taxtng on the budly appratsed value, thereby lowering the overall tax bill. If the property had
not received a Homestead Exemption and had been a rental property, for example, the full ux bill

would have been nearly $3.500.

Mismatch by MFL. Lxhibit V-7 on the following page presents the gnps/mishmlch analysis using
the median family income (MIFT) categories for income ranges. It shows data for both rental and

homeownership housing. : .
1
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Questions about the Gaps Analysis Findings

How many of the low income renters with needs are students?

We examined our resident survey data to determine how much of the gap in rental unies for low
fncome houscholds is affected by the Austin’s full-time student population. Alihvugh these students
still have housing needs, these needs, as weli as their housing preferences, can differ from the needs

of other low incomie renters.

Listimates differ on the student population in Anstin. The Census estimates that 81,500 people living
in Austin are enrolled in college or graduate school. Other estimates have been as high as 130,000
The income distribntion of these stadents s not available. 1lowever, we can use pov crty data by

school enrollment to suggest how many of the ciy’s low income renters are students,

In 2008, 25 percent of Austin’s residents living in poverty were enllege or graduate students. College
studies commonly live together to pool their resources to pav for housing, As such, there would be
three poor students but just one poor hovseliold. The gaps analysis presents needs by household.
Therefore, 25 percent is an upper bound estimate of the percentage of households in the low income
categories of the gaps analysis represented by students. These renters are the minority of the renters

who have housing needs as estimated by the rental gaps analysis.

How does Austin’s gaps analysis compare with other cities? BBC conducted a very similar study

to Austin’s comprehensive market analysis for the City and County of Denver in 2006.

Compared to Denver, Austin has a far greater need for affordable rentals. Denver, despite having a
much smaller renter population, has three times as many deeply subsidized rentals”, Denver’s rental
market 15 also more affordable overall, meaning that Denver's lower income renters who have to
“rent up™ in order to find somewhere to hive potentially face lower levels of cost burden than in

Austin.

One explanauon for the disparity in rental prices between Denver and Austin is property taxes. The
State of Colorado has an income tax and relauvely low residential property taxes; Austin has relatively

high residential property taxes that are passed on to renters.

Benver and Austin have similar median home prices. Denver’s detached single family home price
distnibution is also similar to Ausun’s. However, Denver has more affordable homeownership
options because it has a larger attached market. In Denver, during 2005, there were 4,200 attached
homes for sale that were affordable to potential buyers earning $50,000 and less. This compares to
Austun’s 950 homes in 2008. Denver had 10,000 attached homes on the market for purchase in 2005,
By comparison, Austin had 2,700 in 2008, )

2 : . o
 However, Deover lus ¢ much higher proportion of renters camiog less than $20.000 per year than does Austin: 41
pereaitt of all renters in Denver are poor compared 10 27 percent in Austinn. This bigh proportinn of pacc renters in Denver
may explaio why Denver has more aggressively addeessed affordable housing needs ar fhis income level.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION V, PAGE 11



How would the gaps change if 15 percent of all of Austin’s rental units were affordable to
renters earning less than $20,0007

To see bow much the rental gap would be reduced under an aleernative atfordability scenaco, we
assumed that 15 percent of Austin’s rental market was affordable to renters carning less than
$20.000. This assumption raised te mventore of units affordable ar this income level by 19,850,
reducing the gap from 39000 unirs to 19,000 units. This makes a considerable difference in

alfordability {or the city's lowest income rentoers.

Future Needs

Fxhibit V-8 visually ilustrares the market mismatches described in this section for 2008, The
(owchan begas wilt Austin's population and number of louscholds, divides the houscholds by
current tenure (owners/renders), and, through comparing key indicators of supply in the marker with

renter and owner incomes, poinrs oud the key areas of need i Ansun's current housing market.

Exhibit V-8. NG 7
Austin Market el
Mismatches, 2008 I
307,000 households
Source:
BBC Research and Consulting. r 1 !
46% owners 54% renters
141,000 households 166,000 households
( Renters earning <$35,000 S
3% of delached unils are affordable 27% earn <$20,000
10% of gtiached units are affordable 45,000 households
Supply v.
Avallable Renters earning $50,000
to Renters 16% of detached units are affordable 4% of rental units
Wanting to g that are affordabie
be Owners 36% of attached units are affordable
[l 7,150 units
Renters earming $75,000
44% of detached units are affordable - Gap of 37,600
\ 64% of gttached units are affordable - rental units

Exhibits V-9, V-10 and V-11 project these needs 12 years from 2008, in 2020. These exhibits

estimate needs under a vanety of scenarios:

B Exhibit V-9. The first scenario 1s based on the city’s forecasted population and houschold
growlh and assumes the same tenure as in 2008.

®  Exhibit V-10. This second scenario is the same as Exhibit V- except that it assumes a slower

growth rate, 4 the pace as in the first scenario.

B Exhibit V-11. This scenario assumes the same level of growth as in Exhibit V-9, plus a shift in
homeownership to 50 percent owners and 50 percent renters.

SECTION Vv, PAGE 12 BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING



Exhibit V-9. Under the city’s forecasted populatian and honschald growth for 2020 scenario,

holding tenure at 46 pereent homenwncrship and 54 percent rental:

8 Onthe renial side, 12,000 new deeply subsidized units (renting for $425 and less) will be needed
to serve the growth of Austin reniers earning less than $20,000 per year. During the next 12
vears, development of such units must average 1,000 units per yeac w adequately meet the need.
To mect the growing need wid reduce the existing gap of low cost rental units (priced w1 $425
and less) by 10 percent, 16,500 vnits shouid be built or 1,370 unirs per year.

& Almost 40,0000 homeownership units will be needed to accommodate the projected growth of
homeowners. Based on existing income distributions of homeowners earning $35.000 and

more, the units shoald be pricvcll:.]s:
»  8pereentat $ 113,000 and less (ikely small condos);
> 13 percent an §113.000 10 $160.500 (mix of condos and townhomes);

> 21 pereent at $160,500 16 $240.400 (condos, townhomes, cottages and small
single family detached units); and

> 58 percent more than $240.400 (range of housing options).

This is only slightly dilferent than the city’s existing distributian of prices. This occurs largely because

we do not assume that reniers are converted 1o homeowners or that households carning less than

$35,000 arc homeowtiers.

Exhibit v-9.
Austin Market Mismatches, 2020 Projected Growth

942,500 people
393,000 households
|
] 1
46% owners 54% renters
181,000 households 212,000 households
| |
New homeownership 27% earn <$20,000
units needed = 39,500 57.000 households
| |
New deeply subsidized No
Distribution of New Unjts: unlts needed = improvemem
8% <$113,000 or 3,200 units 12,000 or 1,000 per year oves 2008 gap
13% $113,000--3160,500 or 5,200 unlts
N i,
21% $160,500--$240,400 or 8,400 units New deeply subsidized e
unlts needed = plus 10%
58% $240,4004+ or 23,200 units reduction
16,500 or 1,370 per year i 2008 gop

Source:  BBC Research & Consuiting.
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Exhibit V-10. This scenueto reduces the city’s forecasted population and houschold grenwth for

2020 by onc-fourth, holding tenure at 46 pevcent homeownership and 54 percent rental, As

demonstrated by Hxhibic V-10, this teduces the overall dentind for both renals and homeownership

unils.

The need for deeply subsudized rentals falls by 2,600 units, The need foc homeowstership units falls

by 10400,

Exhibit V-10.
Austin Market Mismatches, 2020 Three-Quarters of Projected Growth

Source:

939,000 people
371,000 households
|
| 1
46% owners 54% renters
171,000 households 200,000 households
New homeownership 2lpeeam;2420,900
units needed -~ 29,600 54,000 households
New deeply subsldized No
Distribution of New Units: units needed = improvement
8% < $113.000 or 2,400units 9,400 or 780 per year over, 2004 gop)
13% 3$113,000-5160,500 or 3,800 units
N it
21% $160,500—5240,400 or 6,200 units New deeply subsidized eced |
ded =
58% $240,400+ or 17,000 units HLs e e
13,300 or 1,100 per year in 2008 gap

BBC Research & ¢ onsukting
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Exhibit V-11. This scenario maintains the aty’s lorceasted populasion and houschold prowth fin
2020, but changes tenure to achieve a 50 percenr homeownership rate. Under this last scenano, the
need tor deeply subsidized rentals is reduced by 3,700 The need for homeownership units mcreases
by 15300, The price ponts of the needed homeownership units is redistributed towards maore
aftordable units, since under this scenarin, renters carning morce than $35.000 per year are converted
to homceowners. These renters earning $35,000 and more bave a relatvely lower mcomes distribution

than owners.

Exhibit vV-11.
Austin Market Mismatches, 2020 Projected Growth, 50% Homeownership

942,500 people

393,000 households

i
I 1

50% owners 50% renters
196,500 households 196,500 households

New homeownership Spe eSS0, 000
unlts needed =3535,300 53,000 households

New deeply subsldized No
Distribution of New Units: unhts needed = improvemeni
13% <$113,000 or 7,200 unlts 8,300 or 690 per year over 2008 gop
17% $113.000--5160,500 or 9,400 unlts
New nni(s

23% $160,500--$240,400 or 12,700 unlts New deeply subsldized frecded

units needed = plus 10%
48% $240,400+ or 26,000 unls reduction

12,200 or 1,000 per year in 2008 gap

Source:  BBC Rescarclr & Consulling.
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Exhibit V-12 supimarizes the scenardos and compares Austin’s price distribution today with whar is
needed in 2020,

Exhibit V-12.
Current conditions compared to Future Scenarlos, 2020

SR :ﬂ’:}.‘ﬂ';‘%g" ol
e R S e s
New rental units needed 34,795 30,760
Units renting at $425 and less 12,536 9,395 8,293 7,138
Per year/12 years of development 1,045 783 691
Plus 10% reduction in cusrent gap 3,912 392 3,912
Total units renting a1 $425 and less 16,448 13,307 12,205
Per year/ 12 years of development i3 1,109 5,017
Units in pipeline or under construction 18,242
Number afierdable (not necessatily < $425) 1,155 1,155 1,155 1,155
v. affordable units needed = Gap (11,381 (8,240) (7,138)
Homeownership units needed 39,531 29,620 55,300
Per year/12 years of development 3,294 2,468 4,608
Frice dislnbution:
Under $113,000 B% BY% 13% 5%
$113,000 10 $160,500 ’ 13% 13% 7% 16%
360,500 to $240,400 . 21% 21% 23% 28%
$240,400+ 58% 58% 47% 51%
Total . 100% 100% 100% 100%

Source:  BBC Research & Consulting.
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SECTION VL.
Challenges and Opportunities




SECTION Vi.
Chalienges and Opportunities

As part of the comprehensive housing market study for Ausiin, BBC conducted # series of focus
gronps and key person interviews with mdividhials from organizations representing a diverse set of
interests. Focus group attendees primartly fell into one of the following categories: affordable
housing advocates and policy advisors, City of Austin Neighborhood Housing and Community
Development staff, neighborhood association leaders, affordable housing developers and business
comtnunily and real estate professionals. Fxhibn VI-Lat the end of tlis seetion displays the

organizatnns represented during the focus groups and interview process.

Group discussions and interviews pranarily focused on identifying housing nceds, barriers to
affordable housing, prefewred location of affordable housing, current programs and proceduses in
place > provide affordable hovsing and recommendaunns for increasing the provision of affordable

housing to Austin residents.
This scetinn discusses the input from these mceeungs and interviews and is organized around
two themes: '

[. Challenges to developing more affordable housing stock in Austin, and

2. Oppornnities to develop more affordable housing stock in Austin.

This section begins with a discussion of the top housing needs identified in Austin by focus group

attendees and nterviewees,

Housing Needs ldentified

Overall, the following were idenufied as the greatest housing needs within the city of Austin:

Needs of persons who are homeless and at-risk of homelessness

B Need for more diversity of hausing (beyond homeless shelers). For example, low cost
hotels/SRO units where people can stay for a short period of time are almost
nonexsstent; they have all been redeveloped. Such housing needs to cost around
$10/day or $300/month.

»  this need is consistent with the market need ideatified by BBC's gaps
analysis, which found a shortage of 29,000 rental units for households earning

less than $15,000 per year.

B Provision of services with housing is important. For persons who are homeless, job
training/skills are needed to help them end the cycle of bomelessaess.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION Vi, PAGE 1



B\ prominent and eonmasting view s that the ciry foonses roo much on service
provision and too little o housing. "T'o paraphrase many: “Austin needs © work
toward a Howsing First nodel, getting persons who are homeless into housing unies

first and thew address their social service and bealth care needs.”

®  The ideal housing/services model would be seattered site housing with a cenreal

landlord who deals with case managemeunt.

Housing for special needs populations

#  There is a lack of housing for citizens who have completed rehaly and stayed at a half-

way hovise;
@ Better services are needed {or returning veterans;
8  More Section 8 vonchers (also consistent with BBC’s gaps analysis);
®  Thercis a great need for assisted housing for seniors and persons with disabilities;

&8 Group bome laws can make developing housing for special needs populations difficuht.
Developers mmst get permission from property owners within 200 feet of the proposed
4
group home; this is bard 10 do. Also, group homes cannat he within V2 mile of each

other.

Homeownership needs

B Aless expensive downtown condominium market is needed to serve moderate income

households.

8 Other cities, like Portland, seem to offer more gencrous downpayment assistance
programs. To buy in Ausun, people are finding “private equuty” loans from people they
know and byying with others to make the economics work. They are also picking 11p
extra work—e.g.. taking on a part tinie job-—to afford to save for a downpayment or

make their martgage payment.

®  Residents in Ausun are not used to the idea of attached housing; people are reluctant to
share walls—but this is starung to change. Small lot single family detached housing is a

more appealing product.

8 There is a market for a land trust but the city cannot get lenders to finance the
mortgages.

Other general needs

8 The city needs to build support for the idea that everyone should be able to live in
Austin. The Not in My Backyard Syndrome 1s an umage issue. We need to show those
who are opposed to affordable housing the types of people who need the housing.

®  Housing needs shovld be described in economic development terms. This resonates
better with those opposed to affordable housing.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 2



Location of affordable housing

n Nany worey that as Austin becomes less affordsble, and affordabic housing moves
further away from the urban core and emplogment opportunitics, many families will
begin spending more and more on transportation costs.

8 l'here 1s concern that affordable housing optons will be concentrated in certain parts
of the city. Such Liousing should be dispersed throughour the city.

Challenges

When asked about community basriers to providing housing that is affordable 1o residents at lower

incame levels, a variety of problems were ideatified:

' Regulatory barriers

There is too hule zoning far mullifamjlj,' development

Site develapment costs are prohibirive because of the ciry’s sewer requirements. There needs to
be a cheaper way 1o tie into the cily’s sewer system.

Stricrer building requirements aimed ar envirommental preservation have increased buildiag

costs substantially, directly aftecting housing affordability.

The 23 separate ordinances elated to development in the past 18 months demonstrate the

regulatory burden that raises development costs.

The developmeat process requires working with multiple departments aud individuals. It is
tough to find anyone in the city who is willing to make a decision. The common response is

“this 1sn’t my area of expertise.”
Neighborhood planning 1s inconsistent.

Overall, developers feel that the SMART Housing program is nat as streamlined as it should be,
given that one of the incentives is saff assistance. Developers feel thar ao one city department

took ownership of the program.

Many affordable housing developers would like (0 see a streamlined city approval
process, which would in turn lessen their carrying costs on projects.

Overall, many feel that the incentives programs oftered by the city are not working and should

be restructured.

Financial barriers

1Zven with the subsidies the city has received through its new General Obligation Bond, housing
affordable ro less than 30 percent MIF1 is very difficult to make work (c.g., the rents at this level
cover only half of the operating costs). Cash flow is very tight; it is difficult to pay property
taxes. Partnerships with the cily are necessary to reduce the tax burden.

Ovenll carrying costs, such as land costs and property taxes, are increasing rapidly, making the
economics of affordable housing ditficult to achieve.

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 3



8 Property mxes make both renting and homceowncrship vasey more expensive. Property owners
pass on the property tases to renters leading to higher rents, making affordable rentals difficule

10 find

@ The price of land has rocketed in the past tew years. Lots are difficult 1o find that are less than
$ 130,000

8 Fomes priced under $175,000 in the city have significant repair needs. 1lomes have becoe too

valuable to qualify for rehab loans, vet residenis don’t have the money to fix it up theimselves,
{ ) >

Community barriers
8 Powerful neighborhood associations make affordable projects very difficult.

B8 Cuy neighborhoods do’t have the same sore of resources as private sector developers. The city
should give the neighborhoods full tme advocates 10 negotiate developmient specifications

(Portland has such a program).
8 The lack of a overall planning vision constrains the amount of development that occurs.
8  The city has a lack of altruistic developers and community commitment.

®  Condominium conversions remove low income reutal properties from the market through

CONVETSI Processes,

Opportunities

Despite the many challenges that were discussed, the focus group atendees and interviewees had

many ideas for solutions to affordable bousing probiems in Austin. These inchuded the following:

B Increase density and broaden housing products. Middle income families would
benefir from greater density and more diverse housing products (mostly attached
housing) i the city so they could afford to live in Austin. This needs to be density that
improves the quality of life of residents. In Ausan, people think of density as an office
building with a parking structure. We need a few good examples on 4,500 square foot
iots for people to stop saying “those houses ate too close together.” In addition, Austin

should broaden more creative products such as co-ops.

B More New Urbanism. Mueller is model most people like, except it is 100 pricey for the
folks who want to buy liousing in the city. Affordable, small lot, single family housing
units is a product looked upon favorably by the market.

B Affordable TOD. Affordable housing along transit lines has been overlooked. For
example, housing over commercial development would have been ideal for the
location where the Wal-Mart was built in Allandale.

= Continued support from leadership. The Planning Commission and City Council have mostly
supported some very difficult projects that have faced significant neighborhood opposition
{e.g., Manor Road SRO and Mobile Loaves and Fishes mobile home development). However,
city officials could use more education, e.g., on the benefits of densiry.
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@ The right development incentives.
> Deceper meenuves for developers to build affordable housing.

> the ary should veguire that private sector developers nse a nonprofic parinee

[y gt {]C\’Cit)Pll‘lC(][ iI]CCﬂtI\’L‘S.

> Dismss additional fees 10 developers commutted to affordable housing to

lessen project costs.

v

‘The aity should start covering infrastcture costs so builders don’t have m
absorb those costs.
8 Explicit change in city zoning:
> No more cumitlative zoning
> Stop neighborhood backlash against multi-use zoning
> Need a more “big picture” land use code/Qverall Zoning
> A streamlined development process. It can’t continue to take years w get a
development approved.
B Low-cost land needs to be made available.
> City owned vacant land should be donated for affordable housing.
> The city should start a land banking program.

> Could the city or school district donate land (or closed school buildings) for
workforce housing development where they could provide housig for their

workers?

BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION VI, PAGE 5
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SECTION VIi.
Recommendations

This section contains BBC's reccommendations on how Austin should better address its housing
needs. 1t begins with a discussion of the consequences of letting the current and furure needs go

unaddressed.

Why Address Needs?

The City of Austn and Austun community has shown leadership and progressive action in addressing

affordable housing needs to date. Some of the major efforts of the city include:

®  Passed a $55 mdlion General Obligation (GO} bond dedicated to affordable housing

activities;
B Annually dedicate General Fund monics to support affordable housing;

B iistablished the SMART Housing Program to provide incentves to private sector

contribution t affurdable housing solutuns;

B Require that a portion of additional tax revenues from city-owned redeveloped
properties be dedicated to affordable housing,

However, market forces have been stronger in changing the landscape of affordability in Austin. This
means that addressing affordable housing needs will need to be a continued effort.

If Ausun had not accomplished the above efforts—and if the city’s housing continues to become
more expensive as demand for living in Ausun conunues—the following scenarios arc likely 10

DCCur:

B The city’s 38,000 Jow income renters who cannot afford 1o pay their rent and utilities
will continue being cost burdened. As the city’s population grows, demand for housing
will rise (without a commensurate increase in supply), prices will go up and so will
property taxes. Low income renters will pay more for housing as property taxes rise
and landlords pass on these costs, putting the lowest income renters at a greater risk of
homelessness. Moderate tncome renters will have less to save for a downpayment,
reducing their ikelihood of being homeowners. Property owners may reduce efforts on
upkeep to manage increased taxes, reducing the quality of the affordable rental housing

stock.

®  Many current owners in the city will find their property taxes harder o afford. Lower
income owners and those on fixed incomes {seniors and persons with disabilities) may
find the tax increases unmanageable. If they decide to scll their homes, they will realize
income from the gain in value—however, they will need to move out of the city to
afford another home.
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8 Fhe aur’s workers will be less likely to he able wo aftord w live m the city, so more
people will hiy honies ourside of Austin and commute longer distances to work. Those
whe can atlord to buy in che city may be unwilling to make the rrade-otf because 1he
products they can buy oowide the citry offer mireh more i terms of condirion and size
‘They, 100, will commutc into the city. The city will be at risk of Josing 1ts middle class

as they leave the city o purchase homes—Ileaving the wealthy and low income renters.

‘Theretore, to avotd having an even larger aumber of fow income renters who struggle to meet their
monthly reneal paymenss, o avoid having moderate income renters leaving the city to purchase
homes, to avoid increased traffic congestion, to avoid 4 drain on revenues as people leave for more
affordable housing—1he city should continue addressing nceds by making changes to its policies and

penerae adiditional revenite to meet housing needs.

As mentioned above, the city has spearheaded many large efforts to address existing affordable
housing needs. ‘These efforts have been part of the city’s overall goals to ensure that everyone from
mwsictans to high-tech executives can call Austin home. The city has also worked hard to preserve its
environmental landscape. All desirable cities and towns seruggle to find the balance between
cnvironmental preservation, mauaging growth rates and keeping housing costs at a reasonable level.

Austin is no excepon.

Marker forces are very powerful however, and Austin has a strong nattonal ceputation as a desirable
city i which to live. Therefore, Austin will grow. The city can grow up (become more dense), or the
city can grow out (become more sprawling). Growing up will involve some trade offs, but growing
out will cost much more in terms of traffic congestion, potential loss of employment centers, loss of

tax revenues and, perhaps more serious, a loss of communiry identiry.
» I T

Recommendation No. 1—Reevaluate the zoning and development process. Austin’s
current process of evaluatng apphications for residential developinent is community based. The city’s
zoning and land use regutations also reflect the city’s dedicauon to eovironmental preservation and

comnitment to smart growth.

These principles are part of what makes Austin a grear city. Flowever, they can conflict with
8 ¥ s
providing affordabie housing for residents and workforce. In desirable arcas where theve is much

demand for housing, anything that constrains the supply leads o increased housing costs.

We have identified several opportunities for the city o modernize its current development process
that will reduce the barriers to affordable housing development in Austin. These include:

®  Reconsider the role that many neighborhoods groups are playing in development decisions.

8 Develop astrong, atywide Comprehensive Plan that goides development and forms the

basis for the acceprance or denial of development applications.

B Increase density by approving dense developments that offer oppormnitics for affordable,
attached housing products.

®  Lducate residents about the need for workforee housing in Austin and the consequences of

not meeting current and future needs for housing.
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Balance neighborhood-based development. Neighborhood groups are very involved in Ausun’s
readental and commercial land use and development process. Althongh the city has a citywide
Comprehensive Plan that has been existence for more than 30 years, its updates have been modest.
Eusting neighborhnod plans are much more detailed and play a strong vole in the developmen
evaluation process. Development is also heavily influenced by the many zoning and land use
ordinances that are passed by city council each year. In sum, there is no strong, comprehensive

guiding document for development in Austin.

We recognize that this has enabled the neighborhonds to play a significant role in how they develop.
It has also created a patchwork planning process. Furthermore, we are unable to idenufy
conrdination of the neighborhood plans to ensure an appropriate distribution of communiry needs

such as affordable hinsing.

o

Many cities, of comparable size 10 Austin, rely heavily on the influence and direction of
ucighborhood groups o guide land-use and development decisions. Many cities like Austin have
ucighborhond-level planning documents. ‘These neighborlond groups are also very involved in the
process through public hearings, written and oral comments, meetings with planning seaff, planning

commissioners and city council members.

lor example, neighborhood groups are relicd upon heavily in Sania e, particularly when it comes 10
preserving the historical integrity of architecture and design of its historic buildings. Neighborhood
groups are given early notificauon of proposed projects, which provides them the opporounity to
support or challenge projects coming into their neighborhoods. | lowever, Sania Fe's General Plan
provides necessary guidelines to determine whether neighborhood group reactions align with city

level growtlt goals or represent neighborhood sentiments.

Raleigh, North Carolina is another comnnity with very strong neighborhood influcnce. Currently,
18 CACs parucipate in development decisions throughour the city and have been very interactive in
current efforts 1o update Raleigh's Comprehensive Plan. In some instances, ncighburhobd plans have
been and will be adopted as part of the city's compreheusive plan to ensure that ciry-level and

neighborhood-level goals align.

Other communitics with sirong neighborhood influence include San Jose, California, Baltimore,
Maryland and Denver. However, all communities are guided by a city-level General or

Comprchensive Plan.

The city’s current neighborhood-based planning process does very litde to facilitate the development
ot affordable housing on a ctywide basis. Some of the neighborhood plans have affordable housing as a
goal; others do not. We were also told many times in our focus groups with more than 100
stakeholders that Austin has lost many affordable units to neighborhood resistance.

Austin is not unusual in this regard. Residents in every city and town are notoriously resistant to
density, and the more affordable the project and the greater the density, the higher the resistance.
Neighborhoods often forget that a desirable city will grow; they cannot stop this momentum.
Restricting workers from obtaining housing in an area does not mean these workers will £0 away—
they may live farther away, but they still need to drive to work. Growth limits almost always lead to
increased waffic congestion and the leapfrog effect of affordable housing being pushed farther and

farther from employment centers.
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Neighborhoods often use declining property values as successtul arguments to fight affordable
honsing developments. Many academic studies have adeptly demonstrated that the effect of density

and attordable developmenrs on property values 1s not negative.

These argumenis should not be consurued to imply thar neighborhoods shoukd not have an active
role in the plaming process or that any one neighborhood should provide a disproportionate sharce
of alfordable housing,. 1t is imperative that cities have transparent goals, housing policies and a strong
citywide planning steucture to ensure that affovdable housing s a4 community benefic that is shared

cqually and cvenly distributed throughout a city.

Develop a strong Comprehensive Plan. The cuy will saon begin the process of updating its
Comprehensive, or General Plan. The balance of mudiifamily and small lot single family zoning needs
to be examined in the context af the types of housing needed to serve the city’s funire workforee to

ensure that the city’s comprehensive plan contains the proper land uses to meet funire housing needs.

‘The comprehensive planning process must also contain a review and recommendations of model

ordinances in other cities that allow greater opportunity for atfordable housing development.

Increase density. Unul only recently have density standards i Austin been relaxed. Although
density in the form of inultfamily products has not become common practice within the city,
Austin’s condomunum market has expanded and evolved into a viable product, parucularly in the

downtown market.

Uigh density projects, which capitalize on economies of scale o provide greater affordability, will be
necessaty to meet the housing gaps of new workers wunting to buy homes in Austin, which should
be priced between $113,000 and §240,400. Density-— combined with development and operational
snbsidies—will also be key to meetng the needs of the many low mcome renters in Austin who have

extremely limited chotces in the ciry.

To meet 1ts current and future housing needs Austin will need to continue adding density to
neighborhoods located near major employment areas 1o house workers and minimize commutes
and traffic congestion. The city should also seck out and proacuvely plan for mote new urbanist
development opportunities like Mueller to mecet the needs of families who desire to live within city

boundaries and near places of employment.

It 15 unclear, based on a review of the city’s recent update 1o its existing Comprehensive Plan and
future land use map, how much land is dedicated to high density single family development and
multifamily development (e.g., single family detached homes on 3,500 sq. feet lots and multifamily
density of 20 units/acre). These uses appear minimal compared o the amount of land dedicated to
standard single famuily residental.

Increased density will need o involve an affordability component that exceeds what the city has in
place now-—that 1s, requiring that the affordable units be budlt and/or raising the fec-in-lieu amount.
Recent condominium projects are nowhere near to meeting affordability needs within the city:
condos sold tn 2008 and constructed mn 2006 or later had a median listing price of $299,000.
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Educate residents. The aty nceds a concerted edncational effort to demonstrate thar density can be
attractive, mitigate traffic congestion and he a key solution o a more-halanced housing stock. It
would be appropriate to begin this effors during the comprehensive planning process since the
process is likely 1o be well attended by neghborhood representatives and residents. Tn addition. the
first few model developments thar are affordable and dense must be economically feasible and
atuactive, as these will be important to get future neighbothood buy-in for these tepes of products.

Recommendation No. 2--Set affordable housing targets. Without goals for affordable
housing and a citywide, strong Comprehensive plan, what is to prevent all neighborhoods from
limiting the amount of affordable housing and density they allow and support?

o ensure that affordable honsing is a priority in the city and thar all neighborhoods share in the
provision of tlus community asset, the city inust set affordable housing targets. City leaders need o
establish a target proportion of affordable rental and for sale housing 1n 5, 10 and 12 years (1o 2020).

The city should also moniror its necds on a regular basis and adjust its target as needed.

1
Mandates associated with affordable hoosing production are not legal in Texas. Flowever,
establishing goals and providing incentives for developers o help cities reach those goals are legal in
the stare—and are very important if housing policies are to be effecrive.

Other cities with established housing goals include:

8 Tucson’s General Plan (Comprehensive Plan) has a target of 10 percent of units in the city
should be affordable. The city monitors this through 2n annual production report.

B In 1990, the City of Boulder set a target of having 5 percent of its housing stock be permanentdy
affordable. In 1995, the city revised its target of permanently affordable housing stock to 10

percent.

®  Massachusetts has a state law (the “anti-snob zoning” law) that requires all towns 10 have at
least 10 percent of their housing stock affurdable to houscholds at 80 percent of the MI¥ 10
avoid being subject to mandatory housing projects. The law has been in effect since 1969,

lFor Austin, the rental target should focus on units affordable at 30 petrcent of the MFT, or for renters
carning less than $20,730 per year (about the wage of an average retail worker). We estimate that
about 5 percent of the city’s rental stock is affordable to households making 30 percent of the MF1

and less.

For homeowncrship, the city should focus on ensuring that at least 10 percent of units in new
developments are affordable to housceholds earning 80 percent of the MFI aad less (about $55,000).
This can be encouraged through more aggressive negotiations with developers and offering fast track
approval, density bonuses aud increased fee waivers.
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Recommendation No. 3—Examine regulatory barriers to housing development. \
comprchensive review af the development process in Austin and related barriers to affordable
housing development was beyond the scope of this smidy. “Ihat said, regulatory barners were
frequently mentianed in our mterviews and focus graups—specifically. chat the city has regulations
and processes i place thar significantly raise development costs, disconrage density and, as such,

restrict the development of affordable housing,

“The crty should conducr a study that examines in-depth the specific barriers to affordable
housing development. This should be done m conjunction with the comprehensive planning
process the aty will soon hegin. Based on the comments we received during the study

process through our focus gronps with more than 100 attendees, such a stidy should:

®  Examine how mfrastructure requirements raise the cost of honsing development.

B Ixamine the effect of zoning ordinances on development costs and the production of

affordahle small lot, attached/ duplex units.

®  Diagram the number of deparements that have a role in the approval process and
quantify the tme it takes from the development application to approval for different
types of residental apphcatons, meluding affordable projects. Recommend haw the
developmear process can be sireamlined, especially for affordable projects (sce fast

track approval below).

8 Assess the impact the role neighborhood opposition has on the development of

affordable and attached housing,

B Examine how the city’s waste removal requirements raise the cost of development.
Many stakcholders said that costs could be reduced if “there were a cheaper way to tie

nto the city’s sewer system.”

Recommendation No. 4—Consider additionai development incentives to produce
affordable housing. The city should consider two changes ta encourage developers to build
affordable housing:

®  Raise fee waivers. The current fee waivers of $2,500 for single family homes and $1,000/Amnit
for multifamily developments arc helpful, bur not significant enough to make a big difference in
affordability. Additional fee waivers would be beneficial.

®  Fasttrack approval. Projects that meet city targets for affordability should go directly to the top
of the development queue and receive fast track approval. These projects must contain the
actual development of affordable housing (i.e., developments recetving density banuses by
paying an in-lien fee would not recerve fast track approval). The city should diagram the fast
track approval process and demonstrate the amount of time and cost a developer will save

through fast track approval.

The fast track approval must be carefully constructed and involve developer input. For example,
Denver offers such a program bu it is seldom used because the developments cligible for fast
track approval must wholly comply with existing site plans.
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Recommendation No. 5—Supplement existing funding. We ihink it is wonderful that the
city has raised funding for affordable housing through its General Obligation Bond: Austut is oae of
few citivs in the country that has been able to rise moncey for affordable housiug through bonding,
The aity is also rare in that it annually provides General Fund monies o suppori affordable housing
and a portion of redevelopment funds from city-owned properues are dedicated to affordable

housing activiues.

However, there is never enough money to meet all affordable housing needs, and the needs of

Austin’s rcsldcnts—parliculnrly very low income renters—are very hight. The city would benefit from

supplementing the bond dollars with other, ongoing revenue sources.

e ciry should explore alternative revenne sources ro supplement affordable housing finding. Nany
Western citiecs—oe.g., Reno, Nevada and Tucson, Arizona-—levy condominium conversion fees and
use these fees to fuad housing trusts. 1tis unfortunate that Texas law prohibits such a revenue
source. which would be a very reasonable method for generating funds for affordable housing.
Currently rental stock is being removed from the inventory and replaced with mostly non-affordable
coadominiums, which is displacing renters and reducing the overall affordability of hausing in

Austin.

We alse recommend that in the future the city examine the level of the fee-in-lieu amounts that
developers pay to reccive density bonuses under the SIM.ART. Fousing initiative. At $.50 per
square foot for rentable floor area in the University Neighborhood Overlay, it is difficult to imagine

why developers would not take the in-licn option.

Given that the city may not mandate affordable housing, downtown developers currently have two
choices under the current policy framework: pay a $10 per bonus squaare foot in the downtown area
or seck Central Urban Redevelopment (CURE} Combining District rezoning, Given rhat, to date,
developers have chosen to navigate the rezoning process rather than pay the downtown fec in licu,
one can deduce that the fee inicu needs further review to ensure that it is tied to the market. The
current fec 1n lien may require further evaluation as currently, it does not appear to be an attraciive
option for developers. Recognizing that the Downtown Austin Plan is currently underway, this plan

serves as an additional opportunity to evaluate the Ciry's density bonus program.

Recommendation No. 6—Establish a land banking program. L.and banking is a program
whereby land 1s acquired by a division of government or nonprofit with the purpose of developing
affordable/workforce honsing or engaging in revitalization activiues. After a holding period, the land
is sold to a nonprofit or private developer, often at a price lower than market, who agrees to the land
use conditions (e.g., creation of affordable/workforce housing).

Land bank programs caa serve dual preposes. While some programs are created solely for the
acquisition of land for future affordable housing development, others have broader long-term
community planning goals. In distressed communities, land banking programs allow cities to acquire
vacant and underperforming parcels, be a catalyst for redevelopment, and to benefit from increased
tax revenues from the propertics. In communities with rapidly rising land costs, land banking
programs promise a long-term savings to taxpayers: for example, when public buildings need to be
constructed, they can be built at less than the current market cost due to the carlier acquisition of the
property by the land bank.
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The Ciny of Anstin shonld establish a land bank to which private property may be donated {withi
potenual tax benefiis) and public property may be held for fiunre affordable housing development.
The ity can also purchase appropriate parcels 10 add to the land bank as they beenme available, The
city should explore parterships with the school district, ntility companies and other public
landowners to donate the land for affordable housing in exchange for a certain proportion of the
vnits that have first right of refusal 1o public sector employees (e.g., teachers).

Recommendation No. 7—Consider aiternative financing sources through CDFIs.
Commmnity Development Financial Institutions (CDIIs) are lending institutions with a specific
"purpose of serving a particular conununity by increasing the amount ol loan capital in an
undenserved area. The services offered by CDIs differ——some operate much like a traditional bank
ov eredit union and offer consumer as well as commercial products: others operate only 1> make

loans for creation of affordable housing.

The city has several CDYFIs which provide consumer and small business lending. “T'he city should
consider establishing or expanding its existing CDFI network to provide below market financing o
developers of affordable housing. Such a CDFl would enable nonprofit and private sector
developers o acquire property and begin the early stages of the development process before other,
more permanent funding sources and federal and siate grants are approved. The developers we
interviewed for this study agreed that this would be 1 welcome tool (o support affordable housing

development.

Recommendation No. 8—Replicate and adapt best practice models for Texas. e
recognize that the city is constrained in many ways from using many of the affordable housing tools
that exust in other cities because of Texas State Law. For example, Austin cannot adopt the “quick
fix” of inclusionary zoning that produces the bulk of affordable vnits in many citics,

We recommend, however, that the city collaborate with other high cost Texas communitics to make
state lawmakers aware of the barriers that some state laws create—such as the inability of cities to

rovide property tax rehates to low mcome renters.
P ]

Property taxes in "Lexas are higher than in many other areas in the West, since the state does nor have
an income tax. In more affordable areas, the Impact is not as significant as in a community like
Austin that s high home prices in addition to relatively high property taxes.

The effect of property taxes on Austin residents is twofold:

L. Rents ate relatively high, as landlords pass on the property raxes to renters. Since renters are
paying more for rent than m other cities, they have less to save for a downpayment on a
home. This makes homeownership even more difficult to attain,

[E]

Some owners find that their propetty taxes are mcreasingly more difficult to pay. /\s their
propertics have appreciated, their taxes have tisen considerably. Lower income ownets and
those on fixed incomes (seniors and persons with disabilities) may find the tax increases
unmanageable. If they decide to sell their homes, they will realize income from the £ain in
valuc—lrowever, they will most likely need 1o move ont of the city to afford another home.
In addinon, it can be very stressful and difficult for seniors and persons with disabilities o

manage a move.
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Several cities and states have addiessed this tssue by providing rebares of Property taxes to lowe
income renters. New York City has such A program, as does the Stage of Minnesota, Property owners
are required to previde renters with an anpual seq tement showing how niuch of their rent g made
up of property raxes: fenters then file for a renegl rebate once a year.

Austin could provide Property tax relief to owners, but the auy i prevented by stace aw from
tatgeting the relief haged on meoimne. As such, it would be difficult te, provide an adequate benefit to
low income owners without realizing a tremendons loss in city revenues. Although we recognize
these barriers, we siil] recommend that the city investigage ways to .provide Property (ax relief under
state law and work wigl, other similar communiges to bring this barricr to the attention of lawmakers.
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Walters, Mark

From: Claxton, Gregory

Sent:  Tuesday, March 06, 2012 3:18 PM

To: Walters, Mark; Dugan, Matthew

Cc: Fox, Kathleen

Subject: FW: Urban Renewal Board Recommendations for E 11th and 12th Street

This should be included in the backup for PC.

From: Fox, Kathleen

Sent: Thursday, March 01, 2012 6:51 AM

To: Claxton, Gregory; Bossin, Meredith

Cc: Stoll, Garner; Haywood, Carol: Wailters, Mark; DiGiuseppe, Paul; Dugan, Matthew
Subject: Urban Renewal Board Recommendations for E 11th and 12th Street

F met with the Urban Renewal Board last night and gave a briefing on !magine Austin. | then went over
Planning Commission's rationale for recommending the designation of E. 11th and E. 12th Street as an
‘Activity Corridor' on the Growth Concept Map. | also gave them the definition of ‘Activity Corridor.'

The first motion was to approve the Planning Commission recommendation to designate E 11th and E 12th
St {in the Urban Renewal District) as an Activity Corridor. There was no support for this motion.

The URB then discussed how they had concerns that designating their urban renewal area as an 'Activity
Corridor' would cause people to ‘misinterpret’ and 'misunderstand’ the Urban Renewal Plan for £ 11th and E
12th Street.

They made a motion to remove the ‘Activity Corridor' designation' from both streets. This motion was
unanimousty approved by the URB.

They then made a second motion to have E 11 and E 12th Street be ‘undesignated’ on the Growth
Concept Map. This motion was also unanimously approved by the URB.

Fold them [ would pass on their recommendations to staff and Planning Commission.

Wathleen Fox

Senior Planner

Phone: 512,974.7877

Fax: 512.974.6054

Email: kathleen. fox@austintexas.gov

City of Austin

Planning & Development Review Dept
505 Barton Springs Road, 5th L
Austin, Texas 78704
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