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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

BACKGROI.JND

In the fall of 1997 members of Portland City Council raised a number of questions regarding
housing in the central city and how tax increment financing could be better utilized to mert City
adopted housing goals. Baruti Artharee, Dirpctor of Housing for the Portland Dcvelopment
Commission (PDC), agreed to convene an ad hoc committee to help answer some of these
questions.

The Tax Increment Finance Housing Advisory Committee CIIFHAC) was formed in early
January 1998. Members included two members of the Portland Development Commission, the
Co-Chair of the Housing and Community Development Comrrission (HCDC), the Director of
the Bureau of Housing and Community Development, and Mr. Artharce as Chair.

CHARGE

The charge of the Tax Increment Ftnance Houslng Advlsory Committee ryas to recommend
funding guldelines for the expenditrres of tax increment funds (TIF) dedicrtcd to housing
for fiscal years 1997-20fl). Recommendations werc to include unit production goals, mix of
housing types, and iucome allocation guidelines. To accomplish this the Committee agreed to
review existing city housing policies and goals, urban renewal district plan housing goals,
available housing inventory data, and to solicit public co[rments regarding TIF housing
priorities. City Council did not request comprehensive long-term funding recommendations
regarding all expenditurcs in the urban renewal districts. The goals and priorities were
established when thc iadividual disuicts were fomred. The Committee did not have the authority
to amend these adopted goals.

Of the five existing urban renewal districts (URD), four have identified housing as a urban
renewal goal. These four areas are located in the Central City Plan Arca and includc theCentral
Eastside URD, Oregon Convention Center [IRD, South Perk Blocks URD, and I)owntown
WaterfrontURD.

City Council requested that the Committee complete their work and forward their
recommendations to the Council in Febnrary 1998, prior to Council completing work on the
City's budget for FY 1998-99.

PROCESS

A list of community stakeholders was developed and information packets were mailed to over 40
individuals and organizations. Packets included the Committce member roster, thc Committee
charge and process, and the Committee's meeting schedule which included tentative agendas. At
each meeting public comments wcre taken. Written comnents were encouraged and accepted
throughout the process. A series of seven meetings were held betwccn January 7, 1998, and
March 12, 1998. All meetings were open to the public and were well attended.
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The Committee received briefings on Metro Region 2040, city housing policies, housing
inventory data for the central city, PDC's Five Year Busincss Plan Updarc process, and the City
Housing Policy Update. The Committee also received detailed information on each of the four
urban renewal districts including the housing goals, objectives, accomplishments, and housing
rel ated budget information.

The Committee's task was difficult, especially givcn such a short time frame. Understanding the
current status of housing in the districts, and evaluating progress towards meeting adopted
housing goals was hindcred by incomplete data. fuiother major challcnge was understanding the
myriad of housing policies and plans adoptcd over the last 2E ycars, many of which are

conflicting. A third banier the Comrdttce cncountercd was PDC's complex budgeting process
which is designed to respond to significant variances in funds available each year, to
accommodate multi-year project planning and funding, and includes over 40 different funding
sources and their accompanying restrictions.

In addition to recognizing the esablished housing policies and urban rcnewal plans, the
Committee agreed to the following guiding principles to help direct the focus of Committee
discussion.

GUIDING PRINCIPLES

Portland's Central City functions as the region's employment, housing and entertainment center.
Each of the four urban rcnewal districts within the Central City was established with a focus
reflecting the unique market demands and opportunities of that district. The following guiding
principles frame broad goals and objectives for housing which the Committee believes apply
throughout the Central City. These principlcs should be used to inform PDC's Five Year
Business Plan and the Cigwide Housing Policy Updarc and the Committee specifically requests
that these principals.be forwarded to those processes.

The recommendations made for the use of TIF housing resources in each of the urban rcnewal
districts are consistent with these principles.

1. Provide for a diversity in the type, density, and location ofhousing within the city in order to
provide an adequate supply of safe and sanitary housing at price and rent levels appropriate
to the varied financial capabilities of city residents. (Goal 4 Housing, Portland
Comprehensive Plan)

2. Recognize that the URD goals have not bccn changed by this process. Implementation of
URD goals should be carried out consisteut with existing City policies such as the
Downtown Housing Policy and the Central City Plan.

3. Recognize that non-housing TIF rEsources and non-cash public resources (tax abatement and
private activity bond financing) help create an environment attractive to middle and higher
income housing development allowing larger portions of TIF housing rcsources to bc
availablp for lower-income housing development.

4. Support and encourage development and preservation of housing affordable to people who
currenfly live, ale employed, or expected to be employed in the Central City.
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5. Preserve and encourage the rehabilitation and/or replscement of existing very low- income
housing.

6. Housing acquired or rehabilitatcd for long-term low-income occupancy shall have the same
priority as housing developed to meet Region 2040 growth management housing production
goals.

Support and encourage strategies which promote mixed-income projects and neighborhoods,
and which meet City and LJRD goals.

8. Support and encourage mixed-use projects which mect City and LIRD goals.

9. When TIF funds are used to acquirc land and/or develop moderate or middle-income
housing, the resulting projepts should typically include some low-income units. The
Committee recommends that a maximum household income be established for the use of
direct TIF housing resources. PDC should support and participate in broader community
discussions to dcrcrmine the appropriate income level.

10. Target locally controlled federal housing funds outside of urban rcncwal districts and use
TIF resources within the URD.

RECOMMENDATION GOALS

Although challenging, the process was enlightening and overall, a valuable experience. The
Committee is pleased to forward the recommendations included in this report to the Portland
Development Commission and to Portland City Council. The recommendations address four
areas:

l. Funding prioritics for each district for FY 1998-99, and FY 1999-2000.

2. Other sEategies (in addition to loan fudiog) to be pursued to meet Urban Renewal
Disuict Plan and City housing goals.

3. Total production targets to me€t Region 2O40 growth managemcnt goals. Targets are for
sub-areas of the Central City and are expressed as "nct gain" of housing units.

4. Issues and barriers the Committee experienced in this process.

This report is separated into three sections. Section I: SummarJ of Recommendations. Section
II: General Discussion covers the Cornrnittce's discussions on the various categories previously
mentioncd and includes general policy recommcndations. Section Itr: Urban Renewal Districts
includes a sunrmary of urban renewal disrict goals, Committee discussions and
recommendations for the four urban rcnewal districts.
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SECTION 1: ST]MMARY OF COMMITTEE RECOMMEITIDATIONS

GENERAL DISCUSSION RECOMMENDATIONS:

CITY HOUSING GOALS

The Commifree very mach appreciatcs the value olthe Housing Policy Updale and encourages
Ponland Development Commissbn, Qity Counc\ Cily sW and cilizctr:s to utively
partbipate in this projecl Tox hrcremcnt Fitutuhg is one of thc mostfuxible rcsources and
as such il is a very valuable taolfor mecting City hottrling goals. The Commiltee recomrnends
tlut dccisions regarding TIF expetdifrtres bc integrated with City housing pollcy decisions
and be consiste$ with overall Ciry horuilr,g prbritias.

METRO REGION 2O4OIGROWTH MANAGEMENT

The Committee offers the following suggestions tor housing unit production targets in the
Central CiO sub-aruas. Ta.rgets are forg1l!ryin the namber olhousing unils and
include all housing devclopmcnt, iruhtdhg unils devcloped wilhoul the use of TIF or other
publit resources.

These arc oflcred as a starting poing rccognizing that broder community discussions are
needed The Commiltee recommcttds that pro&utian targets be establishedfor cach urhan
rcnewal district through the Five Year Basiness PIan process.

AREA NETUNITINCREASE
by 2015

NETUMTINCREASE
Over 3 Years

Eastside Target Range
OCC URD
CES URD

Westslde Target Range
North Macadam
River District

Balance of Westside*
Totol

2,000 - 2,500
1,500 - 2,000

400 - 600
5,300 - 6,800
2,500 - 3,000

5,500

2.800.3.800
10,000. 13,000

400 - 500
300 - 350
80 - 120

1,060 - 1,360
500 - 600

1,100

s60 - 760
2,020 -?4620

* lncludes all of South Park Blocks URD, Downtown/Watcrfront URD south of Bumside, parr of Goose Hollow,
and non-URD downtown.
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OREGON CONVENTION CENTER URI)
LLOYD DISTRICT. FY's 199E - 2000

1. TIF resounces should be used to support mlxed-income housing projects and may
support market rate unlts lf they ar.,e ln proJect which supports other Clty and URI)
goals (e.g. housing for people employed ln dlstrict or who can use public transit to jobs).

2. Priorltize TIF resources to support development of houslng at or below t07o MFL

3. TIF resounces should be used to acqulre land for htgher denslty and mlxed lncomc
projects lncludlng market rate houslng.

Other Recommended Strategies

1. Actively market TIF, property tax abatements and bonds to enoourage and support
mixed income and market rate hlgh denstty housing.

2. PDC should provide leadershlp in mordlnatlng efforts by City Councit City bureaus,
and owners of surface parklng lots ln the Central Clty, to develop strategies to better
utilize these sltes for houslng and/or mixed use developments. Focus on lnterventions
and lncenfives such as amending mning code and parking requfu.ements.

OREGON COT{VENTION CENTER T]RD
MLK NORTH OF BROADWAY - FY's 1998 - 2dXX)

1. @IIF resources should be used to support mlxed-use
projects at 0-607o MFI.

2. &4@E-QffL&C, IIF resources should bc targeted for households at and above
6OVo MFI in mixed.use proJects whlch support commerclal development in the area.

3. TIF resources could be used to replrce housing lost to rcdevelopmenl

4. TIF resounces should be used for land acquisition for mixed-use projects.

Other Strategies:

1. Conslder selective expanslon of dlstrlct boundsrles for additional mlxed-income
housing.

2. PDC should provide leadership ln coordlnating efforts by CW Council, City bureaus,
and owners of surface parldng lots in the Central Clty, to develop strategies to better
utilize these and other underdeveloped sltes for houslng and./or mixed use
developments. Focus on interventlons and incentives such as amending zonlng code
and rkin re
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SOUTH PARK BLOCKS URD - FY's 1998 - Z)fi)

1. Target 507o of houslng tax lncrement funds for preservation, replacement and
development ot0-607o MFI unlts.

2. Target 50% of TIF houslng rex)unoes to unlts over 619o MFI wtth speclel consideration
given to proJects contqlnlng some unlts at 51.E0% MFL

3. Preserve cunent afrordabilt$ dlsffibutlon of rmits through rcplacement end/or
rehabilitetlon

4. TIF resources should be used to encourage and support mlxed-lncome, mixed.use
projects.

5. TIF resources should be used for land acqulsltion for proJects consistent with above
recommendations ($750,0fi) ln budget for F"f 199t.99).

6. Complete l{amilton II replacement housing (up to $6IVI in TIF horuing budget for FY
199E-99).

Other Recommended Strategies

1. PDC should provide leadershlp ln coordinating effoils by City Council, City bureaus,
and owners of surface parklng lots ln the Central Clty, to develop strategies to better
utillze these and other underdeveloped sltcs for houslng and/or mlxed use
developments. Focns on interventlons and lncentives such as 

"6s1dlng 
zoning code

and parking rcquirements.

2. Develop strategies to replace low lncome unlts lost when rcntal unlts are converted to
condominiums or other uses

3. Complete market study to analyze demand for rental housing includlng larger units (2+
bedrooms).

4. Develop stratcgies to Infomr developers of funding priorldes and availability of funds,
and other houslng development opportunltles.

5. Conslder using Request For Proposals (RFP) if necessary to meet production targets.
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DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT - FY's 1998 - 2fi)0

1. Target 507o TIF housing nesourcqr for preservation, replacement and development of
$-frVo MFI housing.

2. Allocate funds ldentlfled for 333 Oak project Jo 0.409o MFI. Commlttee recommends
that the $2M tdentllled for thls proJ€ct remaln targeted to 0.40%MFI regardless of the
outcomc of the 333 Oak proJect

3. Target 507o of TIF houslng resouroes to unlts over 6l% MFI wlth special consideration
given to projects wlth some unlts at 61-807o MFL

4. Preserve current affodabitity distributlon of unlts thtough rrcplacement and/or
rehabilitatlon.

5. Encourage mixed-use, mixed-income housing at all levels.

Other Recommended Strategies

1. PDC should provide leadership ln coodinating efforts by City Councll, city bureaus,
and owners of sur{ace parking lots ln the Central Clty, to develop strategies to better
utilize these and other underdeveloped sites for housing and/or mixed use
developments. Focus on interventions and incentives such as amendlng zoning code
and parking requlrements

2. Develop strategies to replace low income units lost when rental units are converted to
condominiums or other uses.

3. Complete market study to analyze demand for rcntel housing includlng larger unlts (2+
bedrooms).

4. Develop strategies to inform developers of funding priorlties and availabllity of funds,
and other houslng development opportunitles.
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SECTION 2: GENERAL DISCUSSION

I. OVERVIEW OF CITY HOUSING GOALS

Cathey Briggs, Program Manager for the City Housing Policy Update, gave an overview
presentation of the various housing policies and plans adoprcd for the Metro Region, the City of
Portland, the Crnual City, and neighborhoods locatcd in the Centrat City.

Ms. Briggs gave the Committee a matrir of the many bousing rclatcd policies and plans, noting
that many are in conflict with each othcr and with other adopted city policies, A memo outlining
the rclationships and hierarchy of the various policies and plans was distributed (cxhibit l). Ms.
Briggs said that all plansare not legally binding and that although neighborhood plans are
extremely valuable for identifying community priorities and opportunities, it is not possible to
implement every element of every plan due to funding limitations and, in some situations, to
conflicts with broader city goals and objectives. Citizens who participate in ncighborhood plan
development are not always aware of this and are frustrated when policy and budgeting decisions
are not consistent with their expectations and their understanding ofthe process.

City Houslng Policy Update: Cathey Briggs gave abrief ovcrview of the City Housing Policy
Update. This project is a 15 month long planning and coordination effort designed to sort
through the various housing plans and policies which have been adopted over the last 28 years.
As mentioned above, these policies are oftcn incompatible and cause confusion among policy
makers and the public. Thc goal of the City Housing Policy Update is to foster public discussion
and education regarding housing policies and to develop a comprchensive City Housing Policy to
guide future policy decisions aud clarify priorities.

Ms. Briggs invited the Committee, Portland Dcvelopment Commission staff, and mcmbers of
the public to actively pafiicipatc in tbe City Housing Policy Update over the next several months

Recommendat'un: Thc Commifiee very m.uch appreciates the value otthe Houshg Policy
Update and eruourages Portland Devclopmcnl Commissbn, City Council, City sbtf and
cititew to actively partialpste in thts proje* Tax Incremont Finanaing ts onc of the most

resounccs and as sach it is a vcry vahublc bollor meeting City houskg goals.
The Committee recommends that decisbns rcgarding TIF cxpendifrires be htegmted wilh
Ctty houslng poltcy tlccisiorr:s and be conttstcntwilh overall Cfi housing priorities.
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City and Communlty Plans: Thc Committee rcviewed the City and Community Plans
listed below. The housing goals and objectives of the major plans are highlighted herc. Later
in this report, under the individual Urban Renewal District Sections, the housing goals and
objectives for each URD are detailed.

1. Downtown Houslng Policy and Program (produced by Portland Development
Commission and adopted by Portland City Council in October 1979).

Malntaln Low Income llouslng "...the city is committed to assuring that the
5,182low income units which existed in April 1978 be maintained in the
Downtown." (l.ow-income was defincd at the time as below 80% MFI.).

Crcate Mtddle Income Housing "...provide 2,5(X) new housing units primarily
for middle income by 1985." (Middle income was defined at the time as 80-1507o
MFI).

a

a

a

a Encourage New High Income Housing.

Support Related Activttles which Reinforce Doumtown's Residential
Neighborhoods.

2. Central City Plan (adopted 1988, and updated in1995)

A. Policy 3 - Housing Goals and Objectives:
o Promote the construction of at least SrfiX) net new houslng units in the Central

City by year 2010. This goal was amended in 1995 tol5rfiX) new housing units.
o Preserve and encourage the rehabllitation ofedstlng housing.
r Fostcr houslng development as a key component of a viable urban

envitunment. Encourage the development of l.rousing in a wide range of types
and prices and rent levels. Include affordable housing h mix.

B. Policy 4 - Use urban renewal and tax lncrement financing for the development
and preservatlon of housing withln urban renewal dlstricts.

3. Neighborhood and District Plans in the Central City Area"
Urban Renewal District Plans for each of the districts, Central City 2000, Downtown
Community Association Residential Plan, University District Plan, River District
Development Plan, River District Housing Implementation Plan, Old Town/Chinatown
Vision Plan, Albina Community Plan, Eliot Neighborhood Plan, Eliot Neighborhood
Housing Preservation and Developmcnt Policy, King Ncighborhood Plan, Piedmont PIan,
Woodlawn Neighborhood Plan, Kerns Neighborhood Action Plan, Buckman
Neighborhood Plan, Hosford-Abernathy Neighborhood Action Plan, and Central Eastside
Industrial Council Plan.
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II. METRO REGION 2O4OIGROWTH MANAGEMENT:

The Committee rcceived a briefing on PDC's role in Metro Rcgiou 2(X0 implementation, The
briefing, Committee discussion, and recommendations are summarized below.

The Portland Development Commission is the City's lead implementing agency for coordinating
the Region 2040 Growth Concept goals in the areas of housing, jobs, and revitalization. The
housing goal of the Rcgional Functional Plan reguires that thc City:

1. Provide a dlverse range of housing types with speclftc goals for low- snd moderate-
income and morket rate houslng to ensure thet Eufficient and afrodable houslng is
avsileble to households of all lncome levels that live or hrve a member worklng ln
the clty; and

2. Provide housing denslties and co6ts suppordve of adopted public pollcy for the
development ofthe regional transpoilatlon system end a balance ofjobs and
houslng.

The Committee discussed the level of annual housing production required to meet thc City's goal
of adding 15,00099!@ittintheCentralCityPlanArcabythe year2015. Membersofthe
Committee agreed that decisions regarding how many units cach neighborhood and/or each
district should accommodate, and where that development should occur, are discussions for a
broader public forum. Howevcr, the Committee does encourage the Portland Development
Commission to consider growth management targets in the context of urban renewal district
planning and budgeting.

The Committee suggests identifuing numerical production targets in temrs of a range to help
assess cwrent and futurc budget needs and to assist the agency in setting realistic annual
production goals. Production targets should reflect totd gain or net increase in number ofunits
and include development of not only publicly assisted units, but also units developed by private
developers without public resources. PDC staffestinate that of the 15,000new units to be added
in the Central City, 2,300 units have been completed or are currently under construction during
the 1995-98 period.
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Recommenfutbn: The Commifrce offcn the folbwhg saggcstions for housitg unit
production torgcts in thc Cenfral City sub-arcu. Targets an.forlglillglggg,in the numbcr
of hoasing anig and buludc all hottsllr,g dcvclopmonl, ircludtng untts dcvebpcd wlthout the
use otTIF or other publb rcsources.

Thesc are oJfcrcd os a startbg poit4 recognizittg tlut bmadet comntwfily discussbns are
necded. Tho Commincc recommutdt tlul prodtutbn torgcb be establishedfor euh urban
rcnewal district through thc Fivc Ycu Bzriirz,ess PIan poccss.

AREA NETUNITINCREASE
by 2015

I\ET T'NIT INCREASE
Over 3 Years

Eastside Target Range
OCC URD
CES URD

Weshide Target Range
North Macadam
River District

2,000 - 2,500
1,500 - 2,000

400 - 600

5,300.5,800
2,500 - 3,000

5,500

400 - 500
300 - 350
80 - 120

Lffio.1,350
500 - 600

1,100

Balance of Westslde* 2.E00 - 3.E00 550.750

Total 10,000 - 13,000 2,020 -21620

* Includes all of South Park Blocks tlRD, Downtown/'fVaterfront URD south of Bumside, part of Goosc Hollow,
and non-URD downtown.

The Committee emphasizes t}tat these estimates demonstrate the level of net increase in housing
units needed to meet Region 2M0 housing goals. Units lost due to redevelopment, demolition,
or conversion to other uses would have to be replaced in addition to the figurcs above.

trI. BUDGET REVIBW

The Committee received summary information onPDC's housing budgets for FY 1998-99 for
each of the urban renewal districts which included lists of projects for which funds have been
obligated.

Budget projections for FY 1999-2000 are not available due to issues related to implementation of
Measure 50. By July of 1998 City Council will establish a maximum indebtedness for each URD
and select an option for collecting tax increment levies. Until this is done, reliable budget
estimates for future years will not be available.

Budget information for each URD is provided below.
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r lt Ir r r I f r I r a rr r - lrr r rf I r
Fr 97-9E
New Tax

Increment
Funds

r"Y 97-9t
Budgeted
Beginning

Fund Balance

r^r98-99
New Tax

Incrcment
Funds

F r 98-9!D

Budgetcd
Beginning

Fund Balance

F"r99-1m0
New Tax

Incrcment
Funds

Total
Available

f,'unds
Waterfroot Urban Renewal District

South Park Blocks Urban Renewal District

Convention Center Urban Renewal District

Central Eastside Urban Renewal District

2,223,493

4,146,000 (c)

450,000

0

6,E82,500 (a) 2,5m,000 (b)

1,092,000

20,000 500,m0

3,012,0m 4,617,993

9,215,004 (d) 2,848,000 16,209,004

832,m0 2,374,W

50,000 n6,w0 846,0fi)

0

6,9191493 6,902500 q$n,W 9265,W 6,96t'mo yrww
Notes:
Please note the above numbers only include funds available for housing financial assistance and capital outlays. No administrative dollars included

FY 1997-9E and FY 1998-99 Budgeted Beginning Fund Balance amounts include tax increment revenues prior to FY 1997-98. Figures represent unduplicated
total amounts available.

Ff 1999-2000 amounts arc based on the project cost projections included in the maximum indebtedness analysis and a number of other assumptions including:
'* A tax increment levy of $40 million will be available in FY 1999-20IJ/J
* PDC will issue tcn year bonds in each urban renewal arpa over the next two years
* The amount allocated to housing would be allocated pm rata according to the percentage of funded projects in each area

The Ff t999-2O00 assumptions have been formulated on the basis of a number of assumptions regarding revenue availability, debt managcment and taxing
capacity. It is likely that the actrral outcornes in several of these areas will differ from the assumptions and thar the difference could be material. PDC will
also undertake a five-year planning process during the summer of 1998 and the rcsults of the process may dictate a different allocation.

(a) $2,200,0m of this has canied forward to FY 1998-99 for MacDonald Center and 333 Oak Sheet.

O) $2,200,000 plus $2,500,000 (new dollars for FY lD8-99) tunds equal $4,700,000 included in FY 1998-99 budget.
(c) $4,146,0m equals the following projects:$I,736,0fi) Represents undetermined proj€cts, not spent. This amount is not budgetcd as

carry forward for FY 1998-99 budget.
$860,000 lncludes $750,000 carry forward for the New Ritz.
$1.550.000 Represents PSU housing project.

' $4,146,000 Total

(d) $750,000 carry fonpard project from F'f 1997-98 (New Ritz) plus $9,2t5,004 = $9,965,000
$9,902,000 equals the following projects:$750,0fi) New Ritz

$6,000,000 Hamilton II
$3. r 52.000 Represents undetermined projects

$9,902,000 Total FY 1998-99 Budgeted Amount
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Portland Development Commission staff briefly rpviewed the PDC Five Year Business Plan
Update process which the agency uses to cstablish annual budgcts and to dctermine funding
priorities in the each of thc urban renewal districts. This process, lcad by the Target Area Team
leaders, began in 1993. It focuses on the PDC target arcas and involves community and business
representatives in each of the areas. Some Committee members raiscd conccrns regarding the
process, specifically the level ofpublic involvement and outreach for housing stakeholders.

Portland Development Commissioa's Executive Director, Felicia Trader, stated that the
Commission's goal is to broaden public oufeach and involvement in the Five Ycar Business
Plan Update for FY 1999-2000, scheduled to begin in late spring 1998. She invircd Committcc
members to assist the Commission in thesc efforts.

In the process of reviewing urban renewal district budgets for FY 1998-99, Committee members
raised questions regarding the percentage of funds budgeted for housing. A particular concern
was the amount of funds budgeted each year (for housing and other projects) that is not spent and
is therefore rolled over to subsequent years. It was suggested that the Portland Development
Commission consider moving funds to projects or protrams such as housing, which would
utilize funds in the currcnt year. The other projects could be funded in future years, when they
were ready to proceed. The Committee discusscd the fact that many of the larger projects,
especially those in the City's caprtal planning program, are very expensive requiring funds to be
set aside over a number of years in order to provide the nEoessary financing. The Committee
recognized that planning and pre-development work can take several years to complete, although
this is not always the case.

The Committee agreed that the issues raised regarding Portland Development Commission
budgeting prcc.ess arc very important, however, they are outside of the charge to this comrnittee
To adequately address them would require more time and a more comprehensive community
process, including stakeholders for all of the Portland Development Commission program are:$

Recommendation: The Commifree strongly rccommends thatthe Ponland Development
Commission board reviaw the TIF budgcting and rcporting process, with a focus on
ilrcreastng public outrerch and involvement. Membcn of the Commifree are vcry interested in
activcly participating in this rcview and in PDC's Fiye Ycar Bashess Pbn Upfutes.

IV. CENTR^A.L CITY HOUSING IIYVENTORY DATA

The Committee reviewed data available on the income levels of current residents and on the mix
of rental and home ownership units in the Central City and in each URD. The 1996 Central City
Housing Inventory (CCHI) was the primary source for data presented to the Cornmittee. It was
determined, early in the Committee's process, that the CCHI data was not complete enough to
address all of the questions raised by the Committee. Utility allowances were not uniformly
reported or calculated in the income level calculations. In an attempt to address these
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discrepancies stalf has completed additional analysis of information available on units not
covered in the inventory and recalculated the units by incornc for each distict taking utility
information into account. The most reccntly updarcd infomration is provided as Exhibit #3 to
this report.

The Committee discussed at length the complexitics of invcntorying all housing types and rent
levels in the Cental City. The Committec stongly rpcomrncnds that a system for obtaining this
information be created through the combined efforts of the various City bureaus stated in thc
recommendation below.

Recommenfu.tbn: The Cotnmixee recommends that thc Cily Housing Policy Update address
this critical needfor a consistent, rclirzblc ctty wtde housing dato base. For purVoscs of arban
renewal district planning and budgcthg, infomulbn is nceded A the neighborhood andlor
distrbt lcvcl, rccognizing uniform gcographlc bounffis. Dtu on total rutmbcr of housittg
unils, homoownerlrental mix, rent bvels, numbcr of units bst (due to convettian ta other uses
or redcvclopmcnt), nwnber of new unils devclopc4 and fuuomelwage informrtion are all
cssential to mcasu.rhg saccess or failure of housing progans.

The Portland Planning Burcat4thc Bureaa of Housing and Community Devclopmenl, thc
Bureau of Buildings, and the Portland Dcvcbpmcnt Connission should all partbipotc in
designing and nuinbhing a ibta barsc that is consistcnt wilh federal ccnsus data Uslng
consistent terms, defrnitions, and methodolagics is essentfuL City Council shouW identifi a
lead agency to coordbute this elforL
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SECTION 3: URBAN RENE\ilAL DISTRICT RECOMMENDATIONS

The Tax Increment Finance Housing Advisory Committee offers the following recommendations
for expendiore of housing resourres in the following uban rcnewal districts. These
recommendations apply to the allocation of tax increment finance housing nesoulces for FY's
1998-99 and 1999-2000.

Because complete data are not available to detcrmine the current mix of housing types or
rental/home ownership, the Committec does not offer specific rccomrncudations regarding
housing types.

In offering these rccommendations the Committco would likc to cmphasizc that although the
Central City functions as a regional housing, employmcnt, and entertainment center, each urban
renewal district within the Central City was established with a unique focus rcflecting the
specific characteristics, market demands, and opportunities of that district.

The Committee accepts the goals and objectives established for each district and was given a list
of projects for which funds have been obligated forFY 1997-98 and 1998-99. Members of the
Committee are very interested in participating in future discussions which determine the total
amount of TIF resources allocated to housing in each district, and the allocations to the various
housing pro$am areas and t}te income categories.
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CEMRAL EASTSIDE URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT

The Central Eastside Urban Renewal District was adopted in August, 1986 and is scheduled to
expire in July, 2fi)6. The Urban Rcnewal Eligibility Analysis identified 1,392 dwelling units in
the district in 1986. A large number of these housing units were in Class "C'buildings, (Class

"C" - Buildings which appear to be detcrioratcd beyond their ability to be economically
rehabilitarcd bascd on cxtcrior view not detailed interior structural cvaluation.)

The District is zoned mostly Industrial Sanctuary "IG', with significant Central Employment
"CE ' zoning along the major arrcrial. Ninc full or partial blocks are zoned for residential
housing. The Eastbank Riverfront Park is a major initiative in the Disnict rcquiring significaut
financial commitment each year.

General Urban Renewal District PIan Goal: There are four primary goals of the Central
Eastside Urban Renewal District:

l. Urban Development
2. Business Retention and New Business Development
3. Central Eastside Revitalization
4. Riverfront Access

Urban Renewal District Plan Ilousins Goals

l. Promote a range of employment opportunities and living environments for Portland
residents in order to attract and retain a stable and diversified population.

2. Preserve and enhance the unique characteristics of the Central Eastside Industrial District
as a near-in employment center with a diverse industrial base complimented by
concentrations ofcommercial and residential uses in appropriately designated areas.

3. Enhance business and development opportunities for existing firms, recognizing the
importance of providing industrial sanctuaries for certain industrial activities while
affording opportunities for comrnercial housing development within appropriately
designated sub-areas.

Summarv of Committee Discussion:

The Tax lncrement Finance Housing Advisory Committee recognizes that the primaxy role of the
Central Eastside Urban Renewal Disrict is to provide a near-in employment center and industrial
sanctuary.
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There arc few sites zoned for housing developmcnt, most being along the Grand/MLK Corridor
and along the eastern boundary (l 16 and l2h ; ofthe District. In addition, there arc s€verty to
eighty partial or full blocks zoned Exd inside the District. Exd allows housing, comrnercial,
industrial, manufacturing, and industrial uses. Thesc potential sites are generally suited for
mixed-use developments with ground floor commercial and housing above.

The Cental Eastside Industrial Council notified the Committee that they have formed a
committee to ideiliry porcntial redevelopment sites, including sites appropriate for upper story
housing. Due to the recent siting of the Men's Shelter and the proposed siting of a new faciliry
for 90 units of perrnanent housing for households with incomes at and below 30% median family
incomc (MFI) in the area, the Central Eastside Industrial Council requestcd thatnew rental
housing be targeted to households at 60% MFI and above.

Community members did indicarc that they recognized the need to preserve existing housing and
support the use of public funds for that purpos€.

The three sites identified 3s "fi1nlis1s" for the 90 units of pemnnent housing are located ouaide
the Urban Renewal District. Thcrcfore tax incremcnt funds are not bing considered as a funding
source for that project. Although not a tax incrcment funded project, completion of this project is
a top housing priority for the City.

According to a recent study by the Housing Development Center, using rental data from the 1997

MacGregor Millette Report, market rents in southeast Portland are about equal to those identified
as affordable to households at @?o MFI. This raises the issue of marketability of higher income
units.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR CENTRAL EASTSIDE URD - FY's 1998 - 2000

I TIF funds should be used to support preservatlon of edstlng houslng for all lncome
levels. This is, and continues to be, a long-tcrm objective.

2, TIF resources should be used to support new housing development ln mixed-use
projects servlng the current market in the district"
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OREGON CONVENTION CENTER URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT

The Oregon Convention Centcr Urban Renewal District was adopted in May, 1989 and is
scheduled to expirc in June, 20l?/l3. Through the Urban Renewal Eligibility fuialysis, 1,337

units werc identified in May, 1989. Although thcrc ale limircd sircs which are zoned cxclusively
for housing, thc predominatc land use is CXd, the highest density commercid zone which allows
commercial, housing, or mixed-use. CXd and Rxd allow about 100-220 units per acre. The
MLK Extension excluded all sites zoned residential, however mixed- use is allowed in aleas

zoned for cornmercial or employment.

When the Disrict was fomred the Orregon Convention Center was under constnrction and the
Lloyd District contained a significant number of blighted and under-utilized properties. The Plan
was intended to leverage the public investment in the Convention Centcr and facilitate area

redevelopment. In 1993, the Oregon Convention C;enter URD was expanded north to include
much of the Martin Luther King Jr. Blvd. commercial corridor. This expansion was guided by
the goals and objectives of the Albina Community Plan and its associated neighborhood plans-

:

Improve the condition of the Convention Center fuea, eliminate blight and blighting influences,
expand and improve public facilities and stimularc private inv€stment and economic growth
(applies to both Lloyd District and MLK Extension).

The Oregon Convention Center URD includes the Lloyd District, an emerging adjunct to the
downtown commercial corc, and Martin Luther King, Jr. Blvd.; a commercial corridor vital to the
revitalization of inner northeast Portland. Although these two arcas are explicitly linked tbrough
the urban renewal plan, they are addresscd separately due to the different existing land use
pattems, market potential, public policy objectives, and community expectatioos. Although
MLK Jr. Blvd. lies in both the original URD (up to Russell Stree$ and in the Extension the
Committce addressed all MLK north of Broadway in the context of MLK extension.

A.

l. Ensure that activities work to stabilize neighborhoods, mitigate adverse impacts and
strengthen neighborhood values.

2. Encourage complementary and diverse land use activities in the Oregon Convention
Center Area.

3. Support residential, mixed-use and free-standing projects with the creation of quality
amenities and environments.

Summarv of Committee Discussion on Llovd District
Discussion centered on the opportunities the ar€a presents for meeting the Central City housing
production goals due to curent zoning and the high level of access to light rail and other transit
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systems. Another focus was on the need to provide housing for the people who work in the area.

Specifically, the Committee discussed strategies to support and encourage development of higher
density, mixed-income, and transit oricnrcd housing. The Committec discussed strategies to
encourage market driven housing development without thc use of direct financial assistance from
federal (CDBG and HOME) and city funds. Fu(her research is needed on currcnt market rcnts
and lease up rates to determine what income levels need to be subsidized. TIF funds could be
used to support mixed-income developmcnt if (1) those funds are used to ensure that somc
number of lower-income units will bc constructed an4 particularly, when (2) those lower-income
units would make private activity bonds (subject toZUlO 40160 tcsts) available.

B.
l. Promote ownership by residents of the Albina Community.
2. Encourage complementary and diverse land use activities in the Oregon Convention

Center area.

3. Support residential, mixed-use and frce-standing projects with the creation of quality
amenities and environments.

4. Encourage housing in areas zoned for housing or mixed-use.

I
Although the primary intent of the MLK Extension was to support comrnercial revitalization of
the corridor, a significant amount ofhousing development has occurred over the last few years.
The Committee believes that Portland Dcvelopmcnt Commission should focus on comrnercial

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR LLOYD DISTRICT - FY's 199t - ZnO

1. TIF resources should be used to cupport mixed-income housing projects and may
support market rate unlts lf they are ln proJect whlch supports other CIty and URI)
goals (e.g. houslng for people employed ln dlstrlct or who can use publlc translt to jobs).

2. Prioritize TIF resources to support development of housing at or below 807o MFI.

3. TIF Fesources should be used to ocqulre land for hlghsl density and mixed income
projects including market rate housing.

Other Recommended Stratcgles

1. Actively market TIF, property tax abatements and bonds to encourage and support
mixed income and market rate high density houslng.

2. PDC should provide leadershlp ln coordlnating efrorts by City Council, Clt5r bureaus,
and owners of surface parking lots in the Centrat Clty, to develop strategles to better
utilize these sltes for houslng and/or mlxed use developments. Focus on lnterventlons
and lncentlves such as amendlng mnlng code and parking requlrcments.
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and employment needs along MLK forFY's 1998-2000 and that housing dcvclopmcnt should
support commercial and employment initiatives.

Some of the areas adjacent to the URD have a high pcrccntage of very low-income housing. In
r€cent years Portland Development Comrnission has participated in funding a number of high
density, low and moderate income housing in the URD and adjaccnt to it. The Committec
suggests that PDC review market absorption for thesc new uuits cspccially the very low-income
units, and analyzc the ncighborhood impact before dilecting more resourccs to 0-3O% MFI
housing in this area. Mixed-usc projects which sqport neighborhood revitalization along
Alberta would be appropriate projects to fund with tax incrcment financc rBsources. TIF is also

recommended for usc for replacement of housing lost to redevelopment and for land acquisition
for future projccts,

RECOMMENDATIONS FORMLK NORTH OFBROADWAY - FY's 199E - AnO

l. Alone Alb€rts Strret CorridorllF rcsources should be used to rupport mixed-use
projects at 0.60% MFI.

2. AlqESl&Lgq!@E, IIF resourres should be targetcd for households at and above
60% MFI ln mlxed.use pmJects whlch support cummercial development in the area.

3. TIF nesources could be used to replace houslng lost to r.edevelopmenL

4. TIF resources should be used for land acquisition for mixed-use projects.

Other Straiegies:

1. Consider selective eqlansion of distrtct boundarles for addltlonal mlxed-lncome
housing.

2. PDC should provide leedership in coordlnatlng efforts by City Council, City bureaus,
and owners of surface parking lots ln the Central City, to develop strategies to better
utilize these and other underdeveloped sltes for housing and/or mlxed use
developments. Focns on interventlons snd incentives such as amending zoning code
and parklng requlrements.
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SOUTH PARK BLOCKS T'RBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT

The South Park Blocks Urban Renewal District was adopted in July, 1985 and is scheduled to
expire in July,2008. Unit count in 1985 when the district was formed was 2,817. Predominate
land use zones (commercial and residcntial) allow housing as an outright use. The zoning
heights and floor arca ratios (FAR's) enable the highest density developmcut in the region.
Availability of land and market demand arc major factors affecting housing development in the
SPB URD.

Housing development and rchabilitation have been priorities throughout the life of the South
Park Blocks URD. The Downtown Housing Preservation Program (DIIPP) was designed
specifically to meet the goal of maintaining thc cxisting number of low and moderate income
units. Over I,169 units were preserved and/or replaced through DHPP. That program is no
longer active but the roles and responsibilities are incorporated into the Housing Development
Finance hogram.

General Urban Renewal Distrlct Plan Goal Improvc the condition and appearance of the
Area, eliminate blight and blighting influences, incrcasc and improve housing, expand public
facilities, and upgrade the South Park Blocks.

Urban Renewal District Plan Houslng Goals:

General Housing Goal: Give a high priority to increasing the number of residential
accommodations in the downtown area for a mix of age and income groups, taking into account
differing life styles; provide a quality environment in which people can live, recognizing that
residents of downtown and adjacent arcas are essential to the gxowth, stability, and general health
of a metropolitan city.

1. Provide a wide range of housing types to meet the various needs and demands of diverse
populations.

Create new housing for small middle-income (defined in the URD Plan as affordable
to residents with incomes between 8O% -lSOVo MFI) households. City recognizes the
significant and growing demand for smaller units which are especially suited
downtown. Develop 1,500 (new middle income) units to meet the City's goals of
2,500 new housing units.

a

a Maintain existing number of low and moderate income housing units (0-80% MFI)
Incorporate low and moderate income housing equal to l1%o of the units of all new
projects.

Assess impact of new development on existing housing in Arca to prevent or mitigate
potential displacement.

a
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a Support preservation and development of low and moderatc income housing by both
non-profit and for-profit entities consistent with the City's adoptcd numerical goals

for housing in downtown.

Less than @%MFI
Between 6l-80% MFI
More than 8l% MFI

2. Develop and support services and amenities necessary for a quality ncighborhood as well as

assisting the maintenance and production of substantial and well designed housing. The City
recognizes the importance of housing in the context of a "ncighborhood".

Summerv of Committee Dlscusslon:

The Committee discussed the role of South Park Blocks LJRD in the context of the entire Central

City. Housing is a major component of the Disrict, providing oppor$nitics for pcoplc of all
income levels to live in the downtown alea. According to CJntral City Housing Invcntory data,
there are over 3,6(X) open market housiug units (docs not include student housing, shelters,
assisted living facilities, group homes, or single family residenccs) locatcd in the district. Using
the standard formula to calculate affordability (no morc tbat3o%o of gross monthly income
expended for housiug), the South Park Blocks housing stock was distributed in 1996 as follows:

Units Affordable to

70%
lOVo

ZOVo

A very high housing priority in the South Park Blocks URD for FY's 1998-2000 is the
completion of the Hamilton tr project, l(X units of replacement housing for people with incomes
at 4OVo MFI. Current plans are to develop two mixed-income projects each having
approximately 100 units with 52 of them affordable to households at 4O?o MFI. The balance of
units in the first project will be targeted to 60% MFI households. The income level for the
balance of units in the second project will be determined after completion of Central City Market
study, commissioned by PDC and scheduled to begin in March 1998. Because the Hamilton II
project is targeted to 4O7o MFI households, the Committee did not feel it necessary to specify
additional funding targets for 0-30% MFI housing for FY's 1998-2000. The Committee does

believe that future allocation targets for 0-30% MFI will be necessary to maintain housing
opportunities for this vulnerable population.

One of the major barriers to housing development in South Park Blocks URD is the availability
of land. Between 16 and 38 full blocks of land are needed to develop the number (2,800-3,800)

of housing units identified to meet 2040 goals in downtown (area inside the I-405 loop south of
Bumside and part of Goose Hollow which is in the Central City Plan area). The estimate of 38
blocks assumes housing development at the lowest allowable density (86 unitVacre) and the l6
fulIblocks assumes the highest density cunently being developed (200 unitVacre).

Currently there are over 15 surface parking lots ofone-quarter block or larger within the South
Park Blocks URD, City zoning and parking codes have the effect of "grandfathering" surface
parking for existing lots within a primarily rpsidential zone. This raises the value of the lots and

consequently land acquisition costs. The Committee rccommends that the City explore options
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which would allow housing over parking on these lots or other srategies to offset land costs for
housing development.

Other strategies the Comrnittee discusscd to address the land availability barrier included thc use

ofbroker searches and the Request for Proposal (RFP) process to facilitate land acquisition.

The Committee rcceived public input encouraging use of public funds for development of larger
units (2+ bedrooms) and for home ownership units. Committee members supported the concept
of encouraging homeownership opporurnities but did not suggest targeting loan funds.
Comrnittee members starcd that otler TIF supportcd projects, such as the PSU Urban Plaza,

transportation improvements, and other public amenities will serve as catalysts for privately
funded housing development which will respond to markct dcmand for larger units and
homeownership units.

The Committee recognized the adopted plans and policies for the areas which call for a balanced
neighborhood, with housing options for people of all income ranges. Therefore the Commitrce
recommends that half of the TIF housing resources be targeted to households alO-60V0 MFI and

half be targeted to households at 6l%+ MFI. Recognizing that there are few housing options in
the 6l-80Eo MFI category, and that many of the people who work in the Central City are in this
income group, the Committee recommends special cousideration be given to projects that include
housing at this level.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FOR SOUTII PARK BLOCKS URD - FY's 199t - 20fi1

1. Target 50% of housing tax lncrement funds for prcservatlon, rcplacement and
development ot0-fi% MFI udts.

2. Target 50% of TIF houslng nesoursEs to units over 5l%o MFI with special conslderatlon
given to proJects contalnlnB some units at 61-E0% MFI.

3. Preserve current atrordabtttty dlstribution of rmlts through replacement and/or
rehabilitatlon.

4. TIF resounces should bG us€d to encourege and support mlxed-lncomg mixed-use
projects.

5. TIF resounces should be used for lend acquisidon for proJects consistent with above
recommendatlons ($750,000 in budgetfor I.f 199E-99).

6. Complete Hamilton II replacement houstng (up to $5M in TIF housing budget for FY
199E-99).

Other Recommended Stratcgies

f. PDC should provide leadership in coordinatlng efforts by City Council, City bureaus,
end owners ofsurface parking lots ln the Central Clty, to develop strategies to better
utilize these and other underdeveloped sites for housing and/or mlxed use
developments. Focus on lnterventions and incentlves such as amending zoning code
and parking requirements.

2. Develop strategies to replace low income units lost when rental units are converted to
condominiums or other uses.

3. Complete market study to analyze demand for rental housing includlng larger unlts (2+
bedrooms).

4. Develop strategies to inform developers of funding prlorlties and availability of ftrnds,
and other housing development opportunities.

5. Consider using Request For Proposals (Rtr?) lf necessary to meet production taryets.
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DOWNTOWNNilATERFRONT URBAN REhIEWAL DISTRICT

The Downtown/Waterfront URD was adopted in April, 1974 and is scheduled to expire in April,
20O4. Unit count in 1974 whcn district was formed was 2,310. The predominant land use zones
allow commercial, mixed-use, and housing development. The zoning heights and floor arca
ratios (FAR'S) enable the highest density dcvelopment in the rcgion.

Over the last few years the DIVF LJRD has bccn addrcssed as sub-arcas. The area north of
Burnside (Old Town/Chinatown) is usually addresscd within the context of River Districi
planning; the retail and office core is the area of focus for economic devclopment activities; and
the South Waterfront area priorities includc are completion of Riverplace development and
Waterfront Park.

General Urban Renewsl District PIen Goat Encourage continued investment within
Portland's Central City while enhancing its attractiveness for work, recreation, and living.
Through the implementation of the Central City Plan, coordinate development, provide aid and
protection to Portland's citizBns, and enhance the Central City's special natural, cultural, and
aesthetic featurcs.

Urban Renewal Dlstrict Plan Houslng Goal:
Maintain existing low-income housing and promote additional new housing serving mixed
income groups.

Summary of Committee Discussion:
The primary objectives for the DWF URD are to support development of the high density
retaiUoffice core by providing transit and pedestrian facilities, open space, and short term
parking. Conservation and rehabilitation of existing structures as well as providing public
improvements to stimulate private investment have been emphasized throughout the life of the
district.

A Iarge amount of the Cenral City's low income housing stock is located in the area Old
Town/Chinatown area north of Burnside. Shelters, a number of social service agencies, and
transit facilities are also located here. The City and PDC have worked with residents, businesses
and service providers in the area to maintain a balanced, vital inner city environment.

As indicated in the Cenfal City Housing Inventory, and using the standard formula to calculate
affordability (no more thm 30Vo of gross monthly income expended for housing), the Downtown
Waterfront URD housing stock was distributed in 1996 as follows:

Units Affordable to

657o
M%o

30?o

Less than 60% MFI
Between 6l-807o MFI
More than 8l7o MFI
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The Committee also recognized that outside the URD boundary in adjacent neighborhoods, such

as the Pearl District, there is currcntly a significant amount of growth in higher income and

ownership units.

In reviewing the housing projects identified in this LJRD for FY 1997-99, the Committce norcd
that no housing is currently being dcvcloped at the 6l-80% MFI level. Committee discussed loss

of existing units and affordability due to expiring Section 8 (fcderal) subsidies, rehabilitation
costs associated with seismic upgrades and American Disability Act (ADA) requirements, as

well as losses due to conversion of units to condominiums and other uses.

Committee agreed to support the recommendations of the River District Development
Agreement approved by City Council. That agrecment established targct rangcs, by income
Ievel, for new housing developed in the entire River Distict including any new unis developed
in the Old Towr/Chinatown area. The taryets are expressed as ranges and are intcnded to rcflect
the population distribution of the City as a whole.

Income lcvel Target Range

Extremely [,ow and l-ow (O-30% and 3l-50% MFI)
Moderate (51-807o MFI)
Middle and Upper (81-150% MFI and l5l% atd above)

l57o-25%
20-30%
50-65%

The Committee also supported the goals of the Downtown Housing policy of maintaining 5,183
units of low income housing in the downtown area. Because Old Town/Chinatown contain many
of the low (31-60?o MFI) and extremely low income (O-307o MFI) units, preservation and/or
replacement of low income housing is a priority.

Many of the issues and market conditions that were discussed in the context of the South Park
Blocks URD also apply to the Downtown Watcrfront URD, therefore the Committee offers some
of the same rccommendations for both Urban Renewal Districts.
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RECOMMENDATIONS FORDOWNTOWN WATERFROM - tr"f's 1998 - Z)00

1. Target S0% TIB houslng nesourc€xr for preservatlon, replacement and development of
O-fi% MFI houslng.

2. Allocate funds ldentlfled for 333 Oak proJect tDW% MFI. Commlttce rccommends
that the $2M idenffiefl f6 thfe proJect remain taryetcd to 0-40%MFI regardless of the
outcome of the 333 Oak proJecL

3. Target 50% of TIF housing Fesouroes !o units over 617o MFI wlth special conslderation
given to proJects with some unlts at 51-t0% MFI.

4. Preserve current affordablltty dlstrlbution of units through replacement and/or
rrhabllitation

5. Encourage mixed-use, mixed-income housing at dl levels.

Other Recommended Strategies

l. PDC should provide leadership in coordlnating efforts by Crty Council, city bureaus,
and owners ofsurface parklng lots in the Central City, to develop strategies to better
utilize these and other underdeveloped sltes for housing and/or mixed use
developments. Focus on lnterventions and incendves such as amendlng zoning code
and parking requirements

2. Develop strategles to rcplace low income units lost when rental units are converted to
condominiums or other uses.

3. Complete market study to analyze demand for rental housing lncluding larger units (2+
bedrooms).

4. Develop strategles to inform developers of funding priorltles and availability of funds,
and other housing development opportunltles.
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Exhlbit I e

PORTLAND, OREGON
BUREAO OF PI.ANNING

Chadic Hales. Comrniuionor
Oavld C- Knowler. Dircctor
lr20 S.W.5th, Room 1002

Portlond, Oregon 9?204- 1966

ltlcphonc: (503) S23-7700
F^)( (5O3) 823-7800

CITV OF

January 28, 1998

'tU: . Banrti Attbarcc and Margarer Bax, PDC

FRoM: CathcyB.icc-NV(

RE Hierarchy of Plans

After ancnding a few of your trx incrcment ellooation ooctingp I qndcmtlod nnrcb botter
the confusion about which of tbc multitudc of city policios has priodty. For tbc kind of
rcsourc-e allocution wor& you're doing, crirting plsar don't ofror cloar prioritica to hclp you
nrakc choiccs. t asked Plqnning Burcau staff who havc workodon noighborbood plans to
clarify for mc thc biererchy of city-widc, community. and ncighbotttoodplaru, rmd to
cxplain ttr nc how neighboftood Broups boliovc tlrc plans will bc usod-

Basically, tha hier:rrchy can bc doocribad os n "tclcscoping" cffoct. Ttrc City-widc
Comprctrensive Plan ic tho nrling documcnt of all tiruc, follourcd by Gormunity Plans. ancl
finally Nciglrborhood Plans or Plnn Diricu. If thcrc trc contlicn in policy - you movs
from thc rpecific sorall plno to tba ncxt laggcr plan for clarification. uotil, lf you no0d 1.,o,

you look to tho Comprehoncive Plon polioiar, which atc fuptosod to rula Ttls hlorarctty
and rrletionehip of plans ir urunlly snrcd in an ingsdIsEqg rccdon ln nclghborhood plans.

Some noighbrrhood ptans wcrcdono with thocxplicit instrucdon nol0olEElicele,,9f,16li[g
citv oolici. but to onty add ncw poliqy. This wan an imponant clrdflcarlon for ruc bocause
I lrovo bcon struggling with tho porcntiat conflict trcrrccn ttlc DowNown coEuunlty
Associacion's Rosidontid Ptan $atcalls for'tlrc dcvolopmcntof Downbwn dwcllinguoits
for lugcr householdr'ird hoqrcholds widl EhildrEn," bm 6oqq nol spctlc o the iscuc of
prc.tcwation of cxistiiri low-incomc housing, e long-slanding pollcy of flrc Downtown
Phn and thc Ccotral Gity Plan. Ttre plannor wtro uiorlccrt on 0icDdu,ntown Oommunity
Plan told mc that thc ncidrbortrood was not allourcd to includo lrolicias thqt duDlicatcd
oristine oolicics. Ar u rpsult, ltto nclghbottrood plan ls not a tiland rlooo docrtmcnt io tems
of E cr{rrEsiioo of nclgtrbotttootl valucs or goal$. lt must be rcad in coqiunction wih tbc
hidwr lsvcl plans.

To firrttcr compllcarc rhis irsuc of taycrr of poticy. ttrcrc is dro isue of visions or policies
ftu arc adoptcd by nolghbothood or-bustnoit grotups. but whiel ars nolsdoptcd by 6c
Ciry. Shoulrl we glvcthoso policlcs oqual wciEht with Clty*dopcrlpolicier?Whcn he
Ciw adopts a nolicry rherc is somo assuranco ftal DcoDlc with diffcmnt ocrsDcctivaq elt
pailciprirc tn ihc pioccss, at tcast by attcnding a fublic hcaring. lltrerejs nb asrrurco thar
oficr groups bavo gonc hmugh on opcn prcccss hat invital diffcrcnt pcrspcctivos" in facr
somc kinds of associatlons !rc qrccifically singlc.ioterast orgulzations. tt ie rylroptiatc
for Oe City to be.rsalg of a noighbodrood or oryanieations goals rnd visions. and cvco to
takc it intd constdcrulon, but lr ahould-0ol carry llr samc wsigftt as d$ted ciry polrcy tru
was subjcct to cxtcnslvc public oviow rnd commcnl Two cramplcs of thesc klnds of
pollclcs-wcre llgat as apftlicablc poliry docutrnrs: hc Biot NciL,tborhood Houslng
Prcsorvation & Dovolopmcnt Policy. and thc CBIC vision f,tdcmooL

An Equal Opportunity Employer
Ctry covemment lnfbrmation TDD (for Hearirig & Speech lmpaired): (503) 823-6868
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Exhibit 3

CENTRAL CIIY HOUSING ITWENTORY DATA

As part of the initial background briofings to the Committcc, staffprcsentcd iuformation
on the current Cenual City housing supply, including information on thc individual urban
rcnewal districts, TYcstside non urban rcncwal areas, and thc cntire Cenbal City. arca (sce

Exhibit 2). Data was providcd on all types of housing, with primary emphasis on the
affordability lcvels of open markct rental housing and ownership housing.

The primary sourcc of the information was the 1996 Ccntral City Housing Invcntory
(CCHD conducted by PDC, supplementcd with cuncnt production information and other
secondary sources of inforsration (1992 Central City Housing Inventory and NWPP
Housing Inventory). Bccausc thc original CCHI information was collectcd for general
housing analysis purpos€s, thc data did not provide as much dctail on rental affordability
as the Committee dcsired. At the rcqucst of the Committce, staffconductcd additional
analysis l) to increase the number of units for which detailed rcntal rate information was
available (approximarcly) and 2) to adjust rcnts of all units to aosount for the impact of
utility allowanccs on unit affordability. .

Total Central Citv llousine

The Committee members were provided a copy of the 1996 CCHI. This geographic area
did not align completcly with thc Committcc's study area in that it included portions of
NW Portland and excludcd a portion of the housing along the MLK exlension within the
Oregon Convention Center Urban Rcncwal District. Howcver, it was bcncficial to first
rcview overall housing indicators in this similar arca

Atotal of l9,2lZhousingunitswereidentifiedinthe 1996CCHI. Abreakdownof the
unit types is as follows:

UnitTvpe Unis by Type Percent

Traditional Apts.
Condominiums
sRo
Transient (Shelter Beds)
Student Housing
Group Living
Senior Assisrcd Living
Other

10,801

1,262
2*42

385
1,205

80
754

2.325

56?o

7%
t3%
2%
6%

-w%
4%

t2%

TOTAL 19,254 lNVo



Detailed information was providcd for I1,520 rental units (apartrnents, SROs, student
housing, group living and scnior assisted living), or 65% of the total rcntal housing
inventory. Thc following tablc dc,scribcs the affordability lcvcls of unis for which
dctailed rental ratcs were reportcd in the CCHL (Notc: this table docs not adjust for
utility allowances.)

Affordability Lcvcl
of Reoortcd Rental Units % of Reoortcd Units

u30%
3L-60%
6t-80%
'uqb+

MFI
MFI
MFI
MFI

22.3%
55.0%
t6,4%
6.3%

TOTAL t0[.o%

Central Citv Urban Renewal Distrlct - Open Market llousins

Staff provided the Committee with detailed information on housing inventories in the
following urban renewal districts (URD's) and areas:

Downtown Waterfront URD
South ParkBlocks URD
Oregon Convention Centcr URD
Crntral Eastsidc URD
Other Westside Non-URD Area

The Other Westside Non-URD area includcd; portions of Goose Hollow and all areas
within the downtowu teeway loop that ale not included in of the South Park Blocks and
Downtown Waterfront Districts. Plcase note that thb is a different gcographic area than
the entire 1996 CCHI, as descibed in tlu previous section.

The rental housing srrmmariz€d in the following tablcs includes open market rcntal
houslng, described as traditioual aparmeffs and SROs. It does not include shelter b€ds,
assisted living, dedicated studcnt housing and senior and group living units. These othcr
typcs of housing serve special needs populations or are havc resuicted access and
therefore arc not "open market" units.

The staff made substantial cfforB to transmit sccurate and dctailcd information to the
Comrnittee so that the affordability information provided a solid base for the
Committee's recommendations. The Committcc however, pmaincd somewhat fiustrated
by the lack of completc data and the limited time to review and undcrstand the
information that was available. The Committee recornmended that a single, consistent
and rcliable housing inventory be conductcd City-wide to provide future policy efforts



with a high qudity information base. The data for income level of units has been
recalculated to adjust for utility allowanccs.

1.W
A. Centrd Eaststde URD: As shown in Tablc l, the C-cntral Eassidc URD

currently has a totd of 837 rental housing udts and no owner occupied units. By
1998, the housing invcntory will incrcase slighrly to a total of 879 rcntal uuits.

The affordability lcvcls of the rcntal housing is also indicatcd in Table 1. IB 1998,
approximarcly:

20%
77%
3%
OVo

too%

of the units will be afforrdable toG3L% MFI households
will be affordable to3l40% MFI households
will be affordable !o 61-80% MFI households
will serve 81%+ households.

of the units will bc affordable too3l% MFI households
will bc affordable to 3l-60% MFI households
will be affordablc to 6l-80% MFI houscholds
will serve 81%+ houscholds

This has the highest percentage of low income housing of all the Ccntral City
URDs (97%).

When the URD was crcatcd in 1986, the fcasibility study idcntified 1,392 totd
dwelling units in thc area PDC's 1996 inventory identified 837 total uni6 aod
does not include detailed information on the rcmaining 555 units idcntified in the
LJRD feasibility study. The 1996 survcy involvcd multiple contacts of property
owners or rnanagers to obtain detailed projcct information, but in many cascs, no
response was received. Staff believes that these 555 units not included in thc
1996 inventory are primarily single fanily aad small complexes along the castern
edge of the URD.

B. Oregon C-onvention Crnter URD: As shown in Table 2, the Onegon Convention
Center URD currcntly has a total of 835 rental housing units. By 198, the
housing inventory will increase by a totd of 291 units to 1,059 total rental units
and 67 total owner occupicd units. The condominium projcct and a martet rate
rental housing project are proceeding as privately financpd devclopment projects.

The affordability levels of the rental housing is dso indicated in Table 2 . In
1998, approximately:

t%
38%
5%

56%
lOOTo



B. South Park Blocks URD: As shown in Table 4, the South Part Blocks LJRD
cunently has a total of 3,385 rental housing units and 193 owncr occupicd units.
By 1998, the housing inventory will incrcasc nominally by 50 units to 3,445 total
rental units with no change in ourner oocupied units. Ovcr the last decade, the
primary factors for thc lack of ncw housing devclopmetrt and investmcnt has bccn
the lack of public financing rcsourocs to leverage feasiblc prcjects, cven though
the downtown housing markct rcmains very strong.

The affordability levels of the rcntal housing is also indicarcd in Table 4 . In
1998, approximarcly:

17%
54%
ro%
t9%
tffi%

of the unis will be affordablc to G3l% MFI households
will be affordable to 3l-([,% MFI houscholds
will bc affordable to 6l-80% MFI households
will serve 8l%+ houscholds

Very low and low income units total 7l% of the South Park Blocks IrRD
inventory, but unlike the Downtown Warcrfront LJRD, thc vast majority of these
units are in the 31-6O% MFI carcgory. The Downtown \Materfront URD has more
units at thc vcry low and upper end than the South Park Blocks Districl

Combined, the rnarket ratc rentals and ownership units total24% of the total open
market housing (rentals and condos).

All of thc 193 ownership units ale market ratc, locatcd in two scpararc buildings.
No new condominium constnrction has occurrcd in more than a decade.

There are several shrdcnt housing buildings in the South Park Blocks LJRD, which
serve students and providc additional lowcr cost housing resources.

G Non.[JRD Westside Areos: As shown in Table 5, the arca within the Downtown
I-405 Frecway loop that is not part of an urban rpnewal district currently has a
totd of 3,077 rental housiag udts and455 owner occupied units. By 1998, the
housing inventory will increase by 269 units, up to 3,801 totd units, including
3,235 rental units and 566 owncroccupicd units.

The primary factors for this inclease arc thc continued sbong local ecotromy
driving demand for market rate ownership housing, continued demand for
affordable Sousing, favorable inrcrest ratcs and thc r€surgenoe of secondary
financing from PDC to encourage new dcvclopmenl



The affordability lcvcls of thc rcntal housing is also indicated in Table 5. In 1998,
approximately:

6%
50%
t9%
25%
t00%

of the units will bc affordable to0-31% MFI hourcholds
will be affordable to 3l-6p,% MFI houscholds
will bc affordablc to 6l-80% MFI houscholds
will serve 8l%+ houscholds

of thc units will bs affordable to0-31% MFI households
will be affordable to 31-60% MFI houscholds
will be affordable to 61-80% MFI households
will scrve 8l%+ households.

Combine( thc ma*ct rarc rcntds and ownership unis total 36% of the total opcn
markct housing (rentals and condos).

All of thc 566 owncrship units are ma*ct rate, locatcd in primarily in thc Pearl
Disnict and the South Auditorium arca The Peul District has bcen the source of
thc most activc condominiumdcvclopment activity since RiverPlace condos were
complete<i in 1985.

D. Total \trestslde Centrel Ctty Open lt[arket llousing: The otal opcn ma*et
rental and ownership housing for the Westside is indicatcd in Table 6. By
combining the thrcc sub-districts dcscribcd above, thc Wcstside housing market
totals l00l7 rcntd units and 1,057 condominium units.

Rental housing has long becn the main housing optiou for households choosing a
downtown location. Approximatcly 10 percent of the total open market housing
is ownership, with 90 percent scrving renter households.

The affordability levels of the rental housing is also indicated in Table 6. In 1998,
approximately:

t7%
47%
tt%
25%
tffi%

Combincd, thc market ratc rcntals and ownership units total 32% of the total open
market housing (rentals and coodos).

3. TOTAL CEMRAL CITY

And finally, Table 7 indicates the total Ccntral City (Westside and Easside) housing
inventory.



In 1996, thcrc werp 10,549 rcntal units and 823 owncr occupicd units. By the end of
1998, the rcntal supply will incrcase by 1,406 to I1,955 and owner occupied units
will increase by 234 units for a total of 1,057 units, for a total of 1,640 new units
(rental and owncr occupied).
The affordability levels of the rental housing is also indicated in Table 7 . In 1998,
approximately:

t6%
49%
9%

25%
r00.%

Overall, the additional 1,406 rcntal udts will not change thc affordability distribution
during this two year period.

of tbe unis will bc affordable to G3l% MFI households
will bc affordablc to3L{0,% MFlhouscholds
will be affordable to 61-80% MFI households
will scrvc 81%+ rarc houscholds
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Revised Central City Housing lnventory

qdDt-

CENTRAL EASTSIDE URD. RENTAL MIX

1996 RENTALS
837

1998 Rentals
879

hcom6 category

0-30%
31-60%
61'80"/o

81+"/o

Number of Unlts

1Tt
635
25
0

o/o of Uhhs

21.1o/"

75.9o/o

3.O%
O.O"/o

100.0olo

lncome Category

0'30o/o
31-60%
61-80%
8'l+o/"

TOTAL

Number ol Unhs

177
677
25
0

879

o/o of Unlts

20.1Y"
77.0%
2.84/"

O.Oo/o

100.0%

CENTRAL EASTSIDE URD. OWNER OCCUPIED MIX

1996 Owner Occupled
0

1998 Owner Occupled
0

Number ol Unlts

0
0
0
0

0

% ol Unlts

O.O7o

O.Oo/o

O.Oo/"

O.O/"

O.Oo/o

Assessed Value

<$70,000

$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

TOTAL

Number of Unlts

0
0
0
0

0

"/o ol Unlts

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
O.0o/"

0.0%

'Please nole that income level figures lnclude only those units lor which detailod information is available.
-'Please nole ligures do not include Single Family Homes, Group Homes, Assist€d Living Facilities, Shelters, or Student Housing
""Afiordability figures are adiusted tor utility allowances.

Prepared lror the TIF Houslng Advisory Commitle€ 3l/16198
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1 996'Central Eastdde Rental lnventory Dlstrlbutlon

moderato (61 - 8096)

3% very low (0 - 307o)

2110

mEdle A up (8.l+%,
W

low (31 - 80%)
76%

No owner occupied units were idenlilied in the 1996 CCHI.
PDC has not identilied any new owner occupled units in the 1998 inventory.

1998 Cenrral Eartrlde Rental lnwntory Dletrlbutlon

mode€b (61 - 80l,6)'3t6
wrylo'tr(0-30%)

20lf,

rddd€ a up (81+%)

096

lon (31 . 6096)
Tt*

Note:

3/13198
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Revised Central City Housing lnventory

r r qLD'D

CONVENTION CENTER URD. RENTAL MIX

1996 RENTALS
835

1998 Bentalg
1,059

lncome,Cat€90ry

0-30%
31-60%
61-80%

81+o/"

Number ol Urllts

6
319
50

460

j,835

% ol Unlts

O.7o/o

38.2%
6.0olo

55.1Yo

100.0%

lncome Category

0-30%
31-60"/o

6'l-80"/o
81+o/o

:TOTAL

Number ol Unlts

15

401

50
s93

1,059

% of Unlts

1.47o
37.90/o

4.7%
56.0olo

l0o.0olo

CONVENNON CENTER URD. OWNER OCCUPIED MIX

1996 Owner Occupled
0

1998 Owner Occupled
67

Assess6d Value

<$70,ooo

$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

TOTAL

Number ol Unlts

0
0
0
0

0

7o of Unlts

0.0%
0.0%
0.0%

100.0%

100.0olo

Assessed Value

<$7o,ooo
$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rats

TOTAL

Numberol Unlts

0
10

0
57

a7

% ol Untts

0.0ol"
14.9o/o

o.o%
85.1o/o

100.0%

'Please noto lhat income level ligures lnclude only those units for which detailed inlormation is available.
"'Please note figures do not include Single Family Homes, Group Homes, Assisted Living Facilities, Shelters, or Studenl Howing.
"'-Affordability figures are adjusted for ulility allowances.

Prepered for the TIF Housing Advisory Commltte 3/18498
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1996 Conventlon Center Rental lnventory Dlstrlbutlon

very low (0 - 3O7o)

1%

low (31 - 60%)
387o

middb e up (81+%)

55%

firoderete (61 - 8096)

696

Figures lnclude South Pafi Blocks UBD, Downtown UBD, Central City Non-URD
Figures do not include Owner Occupied Units.
Total OwnerOccupied Unhs: 57 Maftet Hate

10 $70,000-91,000

1998 Convenllon Center Bcntal lnventory Dlstrlbutlon

Y€ry lorv (0 - 30,6)
1%

lotfl (31 - 6070)

38%

mldde e rp (81+%)

5616

rnoderale (81 - 80ryc1

5%

Note

3/16/98
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Revised Central City Housing lnventory

r r atfir*,

DOWNTOWN WATERFRONT URD. RENTAL MIX

1996 RENTALS
2,415

1998 Rentals
3,337

lncome Category

0-30%
31-60%
61-80%

81+o/o

TOfAL:

Number ol Unlts

845
689
131

750

'2,,415

o/" of Units

35.0ol"
28.5o/"

5.4%
3'.1 .10/"

100.0ol"

lncome Category

0-30%
31-600/o

61-80%
81+o/"

TOTAL

Number of Units

899
1,298
131

1,009

3,3til7

% ol Units

26.9Y"
38.9olo

3.9"/"
30.2T"

100.0olo

DOWNTOWN WATEHFRONT URD. OWNER OCCUPIED MIX

1996 Owner Occupled
17s

1998 Owner Occupled
298

AssrissCil Value

<$70,000
$71-90,000
>$91,000

Market Rate

TOTAL

Numbel of Untts

0
0
0

175

175

% of Unlts

O.0o/"

0.0"/"

0.0o/"

100.0%

100.0%

Assessed Value

<$70,000
$71-90,000
>$91,000

Market Rate

TOTAL

Number of Unlts

0

20
0

278

298

% of Units

0.0ol"

6.70/o

0.0%
93.3%

100.0olo

'Please note lhat lncome level figures include only those units for which detailed information ls available.

"'Please note ligures do not include Single Family Homes, Group Homes, Asslsted Living Facilities, Shelters, or Student Housing.

""Affordability figures are adjusted lor utility allowances.

Prepared for the TIF Houslng Advisory Committee 3/16/98
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1996 Downtown Waterfronl Rental lnventory Dlctrlbutlon

mldd€ & up (81+%)
31% veiy low (0 - 30%)

35%

moderato (61 - 80ryo)

5%

low (31 - 6096)
2gYo

1998 Downtown Waterftont Rental lnwntory Dlehlbutlon

mlddle & up (8.l+%)
3096

vety low (0 - 3096)

27%

modarete (61 - 8O%)

1%

low (31 - 60%)
39%

Note: Figures do not include the 175 owner occupied unils at market rate in the '1996 inventory or the 20
$71-90,000 and 103 markel unils in the projected 1998 rigures.
Total Orner Occupied Unit lnvenlory: 298

3/16198
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Revised Central City Housing !nventory
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SOUTH PARK BLOCKS URD. RENTAL MIX

1996 RENTALS
3,385

1998 Rentals
t,445

lncome Oategory

0-30%
31-60%
61-80%
81+"/"

Number of Units

585
1,799
33'l
671

0;3as

% ol Unlts

17.3o/"

53.17o
9.8o/"

19.8olo

100.07o

lncome Category

0-30%
31-60%
61-80o/"

81+o/o

TOTAL

Number of Units

585
1,858
331

671

3,M5

% of Units

17.Oo/"

53.9%
9.6%
19.5ol"

100.0%

SOUTH PARK BLOCKS URD. OWNER OCCUPIED MIX

1996 Owner Occupled
193

1998 Owner Occupled
193

Assessdd Value

<$70,000
$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

TOfAL

Nuniber ol Unlts

0
0
0

193

193

% of Unlts

O.Oo/"

0.0"/o

0.0%
100.0olo

100.0%

Assessed Value

<$7o,oo0
$7'l-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

TOTAL

Number of Units

0
0
0

1 93

193

% ol Units

0.Oo/"

0.0o/"

0.0o/"

100.0%

100.0ol"

'Please note that lncome level figures include only those units lor whlch detailed information ls available.
"'Pleas€ note figures do not include Single Family Homes, Group Homes, Assisted UMng Facilities, Shelters, or Student Housing

""Affordabilig ligures are adjusted for utility allowances.

Prepared lor the TIF Houslng Advisory Committee 3/16/98
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1996 South Park Blocks Rental lnventory Dlstrlbutlon

middlo & up (81+%)
M.

vory low (0 - 30%)
17qr

moderale (61 - 8096)

10%

Ircw (31 - 6096)

s3%

Figures do not include the 193 ownei occupied units at market rate in the I 996 inventory
No new unlls are known to lhe PDC at this time.
Total OrnerOccupied lnventory: 193 units

1998 South Park Blockc Fenial lnvuntory Dlstrlbutlon

mlddlo & r,p (81+%)
1S%

Yory lrx (0 - 30961

17%

moderate (61 - 8O%)

1W

lor (31 - 60%l
il%

Note:

3/16/98
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Revised Central City Housing lnventory

r r Qb,l;})-

NON URD WEST SIDE CENTRAL CITY. RENTAL MtT

1996 RENTALS
3,gn

1998 Rentals
3,235

Income,Category

0-30o/"
31'600/o

61'80%
81+c/o

.ii,:i"iIi:tdtAEri lI;,i.:I

Numberof Unlts

213
1,449
613
802

o/o of Units

26.60/"
180.7o/o

76-4o/"

100.0olo

lncome Category

0-30%
31-600/o

61-80o/"
81+o/o

TOTAL

Number of Units

213
1,607
613
802

3,235 "

7o of Units

6.60lo

49.7%
18.970

24.80h

ioo.o%

, ,,, ,, , :r,;UOtr| UnD WEST SIDE CENTRAL CITY - RENTAL MlX"

1996 Owner Occupled
455

1998 Owrer Occupled
566

' Assossod Vahl6.,r Numberof Unlts

<$7o,ooo

$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

0
0
0

TOTAL

455

455

o/o of Uhlts

0.0Y"
0.0%
0.01o

1fi).0ol"

100.096

Assessed Value

<$70,000

$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

TOTAL

Number of Unlts

0
0
0

566

566

06 of Unlts

0.0ol"

0.OYo

0.0%
100.0%

100.0%

'Pleas€ noto lhat income level figures include only those units lor which detailed lnlormation is available.
" lncludes lhose portions ol Downtorn which fall outside ol the Dorvntown Urban Flenewal Dletric-t and a portion of Goosehollow. Please ses attached Map
"'Please note figures do not include Single Family Homes, Group Homes, Assisted Livlng Facllites, Shelters, or Student Housing.

""Alfordabillty ligures are adlusted lor utility allowances.

Prepared for the TIF Housinq Advlsory Committee 3/16/98
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1996 Non-URD Central Clty Rcntal lnvenlory Dlstrlbutlon

vory loYU (0 - 30%)
7%

mHdL & rtp (81+%)
26%

low (31 - 6096)

4716

modefate (61 - 8096'
20%

1998 Non-URD Central Clty Rcntal lnyentory Dlstrlbutlon

Yery low (0 - flr%,
7%

mEde e up (8,l+%)
259i.

moderate (81 - 8O%)
't9%

lo\r (31 - 6096)

49%

3/16/98
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I I a&ur}({

TOTAL WEST SIDE CENTRAL CITY - RENTAL MlX

1996 RENTALS
8,977

1998 Rentals
10,017

lncome Gategory

O'fio/"
31-60"/o
61-80o/o

81+o/o

tOTAL

Number ol Unlts

1,643
3,936
1,075
2,223

;,9,671;

o/o of Units

18.5olo

44.3o/"

12.1o/"

25.0o/"

'100.Oolc

lncome Category

0-30%
3'l-600/o
61-80o/o

81+?o

TOTAT

Number of Unlts

1,697
4,769
1,075
2,482

10,017

o/o of Unlls

16.9%
47.5%
10.70/o

24.8o/"

100.0%

.. TOTAL WTST SIDE CENTRAL CITY. OWNER OCCUPTED MIX

1996 Owner Occupled
823

1998 Owner Occupled
1,057

"Asseis€dValus

<$70,000

$71-90,000
>$91,000

matket rde

TOTAL

Numb6rol Unlb

0
0
0

823

823

o/o ol Unfts

0.0o/o

0.00h
0.0%

100.0olo

100.0%

Assessed Value

<$70.000
$71-90,000
>$91,000

markel rate

TOTAL

Numbar of Units

0
20
0

't,037

1,057

o/o of Unlts

0.0%
1.9Y"
0,0%

98.1"/o

100.07o

'Please notE that lncome level figures include only tho6e units for which detailed inlormation is available.

"'Please not6 figures do not lnclude Single Family Homes, Group Homes, Asslsted Lfuing Facilities, Shelters, or Student Housing

""Affordablllty ligures are adlusled for utility allowances.

Prpoarcd for lhe TIF Horrslno ArMsorv Commitlee 3/16/98
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1996 West Slde Central Glty Bental lnventory Dlctrlbutlon

middle & up (81+%l
very lolv (0 - 307d

19%
25%

rnoderato (61 - 8096)

124"

low (S1 - 6096)

$Tc

Figures lnclude South Palk Blocks URD, Oowntown URD, Central City Non-URD,
Figures do not include Orner Occupied Units.
Total Orner Occupied Units: 1,037 Market Rate

20 $70,000-91,000

1998 West Slde Central Clty Rcilal lnventory Dlrtrlbutlon

mEdb e up (8.l+%)
25%

very lm (0 - 3()96)

17.|c

moderat€ (6,| - 8095)
11%

low (31 - 6096)

47%

Not€:

3l't3/98
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Revised Central City Housing Inventory

I I qb;t

CENTRAL CITY. RENTAL MIX

1996 RENTALS
10,549

1998 Rentals
11,955

lncome Category

G30%
31'600/o
61-80o/o

81+o/"

Numberof Units

1,826
4,890
1,150
2,68i3

o/o of Units

17.3o/o

46.4%
10.9%
25.4o/"

100.0olo

lncome Category

0-30o/o

31-600/"
61-80o/o

81+o/"

TOTAL

Number of Units

1,889
5,841
1,150
3,075

11,955

o/o of Units

15.80/"

48.9Yo

9.60/o

25.7o/o

100.07o

CENTRAL CITY. OWNER OCCUPIED MlX

1996 Owner Occupied
823

1998 Owner Occupled
1,067

Assessdd'Value

<$70,000
$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

TOTAL

Numbdrof Units

0
0
0

823

829

% of Units

O.Oo/o

O.Oo/"

0.0olo

100.0%

100.0olo

Assessed Value

<$70,000
$71-90,000
>$91,000

market rate

TOTAL

Numberof Unlts

0
30
0

1,037

1,067

o/o of Units

0.0%
2.8o/"

O.Oo/o

97.2Y"

100.0olo

'Please note that income level figures include only those units for whlch detailed inlormation ls available.

"'Please note ligures do not include Single Family Homes, Gmup Homes, Assisted Living Facililies, Shelters, or Student Housing.

""Alfordabilily ligures are adiustsd lor utility allowances.

Prenercr, for lhe TIF Horrcino Advisorv Commillce 3/16/98
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1996 Central Glty Rental lnventory Dlctrlbutlon

midtlle E up (81+%!
v6ry lorY (0 - 30%)

17%
25%

rnodorato (6t - 8096,

l1%

br'v (3r - 6096)
17jf

Figures lnclude South Pafi Blocks URD, Downtown URD, Central Clg Non-UHD
Figures do not lndude Owner Occupied Units.
Total Owner Occupied Units: 1,087 Market Bate

30 $70,000-9't,00ci

1998 Central Clty Rcntal lnwntoty Dlrhlbutlon

mk dle & up (81+%)
2A%

Yrry lor, (0 - 30%)
r6%

moderete (61 - 8096)

1096

low (31 . 6096)

4896

Note

3/16/98


