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In contrast over half of new transit statidmsve been
built within half a mile of existing LIHTC
developmentsNew tansit neighborhoods have not
been as successful at attracting new affordable
developments, howevemnly 1 in 5 new transit
neighborhoods saw new LIHTC developmeadsed
Furthermore, neidborhoods with both LIHTC
developments and transit stations were more likely to
experience gentrification pressures between 2000 and
2010 then neighborhoods with only LIHTC
developments. Together these findings call into
A number of innovative funding streams and question the longerm stability ofthe few equitable
programshave emergeat the locaf, regiona?, and  TODs that have been successfully established.

state ® levels to promote and incentivize the ) ) )
development and preservation of affordable housingThere a.Iso EXIStS' room for improvement as it relates to
in TODS'. In addition, federal fundingstreamsfor co-locating transit stations and LIHTC developments

affordable housing and transit have beguprioritize n ,h'gh opportunity nelghborhoodg. By .a.nalyzmg
the colocation of transit ad affordable housing. neighborhood poverty and school tdtst proficiency
rates, we find that transit neighborhoods with LIHTC
Despite recent funding and policy progress,the  developments had significantly lower opportunity
relationship between TOD instments, affordable levels than both transit neighborhoods without LIHTC
housing andneighborhood opportunitpatternshas ~ developments and neighborhoods with LIHTC
yet to be evaluatedThis research fills this voiddly = developments that did not have transdtisins.These
analyzing theproximity of LIHT C- funded affordable findings point to significant barriers in developing
housing developments rapid transit statiodsSince  affordable housing in high opportunity, transih
neighborhood quality which includs many neighborhoods.
dimensions in addition taccessibility, is an important
factor in determiningesidents' quality of lif§ this
report considers the oppotunity levels of
neighborhoods where affordable housing and transi
are located

Introduction

Transitoriented developmentgTODs) have been
shown to have a diversity of economic,
environmental, and health benefits Increasingly
researchers anddvocatesalike argue thatensuring
that TODs are equitable and accessible toiatome
groupswill not only benefit low income residents, but
transit ridership and ultimately the environmead
well®,

Through three case studidgbjs reportuncovers the
key strategies developers and agencies use to
pvercome these barriers when creating affordable
housing in transit and opportunitich neighborhoods.
We find, perhaps unsurprisingly, the cost of land to be
From our national scan of LIHTC developments, we one of the greatest barriers to developlnigiTC-
find thatlimited progress has been made over the pastunded TODs in opportunityrich neighborhoods
two decadesin delivering new affordable housing Cities and affordable housing developengercome
options near transit stations in higpportunity landpremiums in creative ways, ilucling a) foresight
neighborhoods Only 15% of LIHTC-funded to purchase land well before stasoropen b)
affordable housinglevelopmentsrelocatedwithin %2 supportive localand stategovernments that provide
mile of a transit station and 4% are located within ¥4gap financing or subsidize the cost of development,
of a mile of transit stationsThese rateshave andc) local planning thatedues development costs
improved only modestly oveinte. (e.g., lower parking ratios streamlined permitting,
etc.)

@ For the puposes of this report we use the term rapid transit to
refer to fixedguideway rail and bus rapid transitstems



What remains unclear, howevertli® extent to which years, tlough some have been processed more
funding programs and poliggrogress an counteract quickly.

the enormous cost and NIMBY “ no't i n my back _

y ar dafrigrsto developing affordable housing near 1 ©day’ s New Starts funding
transit. It will therefore be important to replicate this "€Sult of decades of refinement. It was not until the
study in the future to determine if egent Passage of the Moving Ahead for Progress in the 21st
policymaking, new funding programs and other efforts CENtUry Act (known as MAR21) in 2012 that FTA

aimed at fostering equitable growth in tramgh and expicitly considered affordable housing as part of

opportunityrich neighborhoods are  successfully their - transit  funding  process. The qualitative
moving the needle. evaluation measures of transit and land use

coordination represent 1/ 172
Federal Fundina for Transit and overall score.In 2013, the Federal Transportation
i Administraton published a new policy guidance that
-~ incorporated affordable housing into its evaluation

Given the important rel of the federalgovernment in criteria. In the guidance, the FTA incorporated metrics
the financing ofboth rapid transit andsubsidized that consider tools to increase and preserve the
housing here we provide a brief background on the @mount of affordable housing project corridorgsee
two main federal programs supporting theseAppendix). These includethe presence oflocal
devel opment s: t he Fed e r Roliciespych apglysionaryzgningdengity Bonuag.e
St a program and the Low IncaenHousing Tax rent controland condo conversion ordinancas, well
Credit program. as the number of existing deesbtricted units and
local financing tools and strategiesich as targete
Starts property acquisitionJocal and state tax abatements,

trust funds, and other
TheFeder al Tr aNew S$tarts pfograammhasy ' s

funded nearly every major fixeglideway transit Due to the long duration of théransit project
project built i n the Unidevelgpmedtt macess prejects subject to ethe pnewo g r
inception in the 1970’ s .afforfidble housinge criteriof care miikdlya toi leen o f
the New Starts program funds both newansit constructed in the next decadehe direct impact of
facilities and extensions to existing fixgplideway  New Starts rules on project planning may be modest.
transit facilities. Such facilities can be rail transit or Extrapolating from findings of an earlier stdfyone
corridorbased bus rapid transit guideways for use bymight expect that the inclusion of affordable housing
public transit vehicles in transit funding evaluations will expand an existing
dialogue and incre® awareness regarding the cost
synergies between transit and housing. However, one

by the program have varied in cost from $25 million 5y 1ot see a stark difference in the transit and land

to several billion dollars. Proposed transit projects,sa gutcomesn a recent analysis of 2016 New Starts
receive New Starts funding after proceeding through &,55jications, for instance, it was found that while the
multi-criteria evaluation process that allows for

The hundreds of transit giects that have been funded

_ > '~ new afbrdable housing criteria affected the ratings for
comparison to peeproposals. Due to the finitt |54 yse and economic development, they did not
congressional funding authorization for the program,p,ove an impact on the overall ratidgcidingfederal
approximately $2.0 billion annually, very few projects funding'™

receive funding each year. Projegenerallyproceed
through the New Starts funding process in five to ten



Low Income Housing Tax Credits In 2008 as part of the ddising and Economic
Recovery Act Congress enabledState Hbusing
The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC), Fjnance Agencies to designate afewelopmento be
created in 1986 undehe Tax Reform Act, accounts gjigible for a 30% basis bogstvhich some states
for the majority of affordable housing units created in gpplied todevelopmert in transit station areads of
the United StatesThe program which gives statés 2011, four states had included basis bodstsheir
budget authority to issue tax credits for the Qaps for locating near mass transitowever he
acquisition, rehabilitation, or new construction of gegree to which they actually awarded credits to

rental housing targed to lowincome household$as  transitproximatedevelopmerst was not evaluaté
contributed to the production of ovevo million units

since its inceptionin 2014, nearly a billion dollars in  Methods

tax credits were allocated t&tates through the

prograni. This research involved multiple methods of
guantitative and qualitative analysis to assess the

The credits are admimsing t gp&do vhith tarRiCdhd afidrddbieStiog haJe © U

finance agency, which publish guidelines of their heen cgocated and to determine the opportunities

funding priorities each year in their Qualified anq parriers to aligning them in the future. Below we

Allocation PlanQAPs) As of 2014, over half of all  resent the data and methods used for the national

states (n=27) provided additional points in their scan ofthe location ofLIHTC developmentss well

scoring criteria for projects located near titifSee 55 the case study methodologged to eplore the
the Appendix for full list). The distance to and types challenges to cocating the two.

of transit, however, are variously definess are the

amount of extra points allocated developmerd. In Data analysis

addition to proximity to transit, approximately 50% of

State Q\Ps (n=24) provided points for access to USiNg geographic information system software
neighborhood amenities and resources such afATCGIS), we overlaid four categories of datal)
schools, grocery stores, banks, recreational facilitiedransit station location dafa2) LIHTC development
and other services. Finally, approximately a third ofdata 3) census tract level dagnthe poverty ad race

states i=15) provide points fodevelopmert located ~ ©f residentsand4) test score data fachool digricts.
in areas of high opportunitydefined differently by We created % and %2 mile buffers around the transit

each state (see AppendidRecent research on the stations and calculedl the total number of affordable

impact of LIHTC scoring incentives for TODs found housing units within that buffeflhe census tract and
that States awaing extrapoints todevelopmergnear ~ SChool district in which théransit station is located
transit had more success at attracting affordabléVa@s also assigned to eacistation with associated
housing near rail transihicomparison to states that N€ighborhood opportunity indicators

di dn’t awar d 2 eonfirmiy thp o i
conventional wisdom that QAP criteria communicate
funding priorities to affordable housing developérs

Innaadﬁion, ve created Y4 and ¥ mile buffers around
the LIHTC developments and calculad the
neighborhood opportunity characteristics aratess

to transit in each of the buffer§he closestransit
station was assigned to the LIHTC development and
its distance calculatedrhe census tract and school
bhttp://www.novoco.com/low_income_housing/lihtc/federal_lihtc. district in which the LIHTC development is located
php was assigned to eaclkevelopment Overlgping

€11 states only had QAPs available online for 2013 and 3 states
had QAPs fo2015



buffers were not merged. &rather treated each Upon selection, background information was gathered
buffer as a separate neighborhood. on the developmerd, including any information

_available online, through the LIHTC database and
For both buffers of LIHTC developments and transit ¢.o 1 Census data to familiarizeurselveswith the

stations, we used Euclidian distance rather than th%levelopmerst and neighborhoods. The primary
street network. Since one cannot often walk or drivecontact on the LIHTC database was called and a

in a straght line (or as the crow flies) to the transit telephone interview was conductadith someone
station, these buffers are in fact more inclusive than a,,olved in the planning and execution of the
more robust road netwoitased analysis would qeyelopment. Each interviewas recorded and later

suggest. For instance, a LIHTC development that iS,n4)y7eq for the purposes of this report. Additional
within a %2 mile buffer of a transit station may actyall i3 was gatheredrom planning documents and
be ¥ mile from the station using the shortest route jniernal reports provided by interviewees.
using the street network. Therefore, the results
presented below (and in tableg)lare likely an over Table 1 Case Study Developments
estimate of the number of low income housing
developments that are within a ¥2 mile or ¥ mile trip
to transit stations. M Station Austin  1/5 mile to 150 mixed 15 at 30%
X MLK station  income MFI, 70 at
onthe  units 32 - 50% MFTI,45
MetroRail Rec br, 60 2br, at 60% MFI,

Line and 58 3br and 15 mark
rate

South Charlotte 3/5 mile from 192 mixed 29 at 30%

Three case studies were chosen frdm national
analysis of LIHTC developments and their proximity
to transit stations. After calculating the proximity of

i Oak NC Arrowood income  MFI, 80 at
each of the 34,791developmert in the LIHTC  crossing station on the units; 96 2 60% MFI, anc
database to existingnd planned transit stations, we Lyr|\_>_< Blue br anbd 96 392 market ra

. . . . . ine r
used. the following criteria to identify case study paton  Portland 1/10 from N 54 units2 42 at 50%
candidates: Park OR Killingsworth 0-br, 36 = MFI, and 12
St station on br, 4 2br,  30% MFI
1. Neighborhoods within a half mile of transit the Interstate and 12 3br
stations that have opened since 2000, MaX”Ig"OW

2. LIHTC developmert that were placed in service ‘yegian Family Income
afterthe opening of the traristation,

3. High opportunity neighborhoods as defined by:  Data
a. poverty rates below 30% (in 2010)
b. school districts where on average over 70% of

students are graded proficient on reading and ) _
math test scores in elementary, secondary and he national TOD database by the Center for Transit

high school (in 2011), Oriented Developmentvas used for this anais®®.
This database contains information for existing
(4,417), planned (665) and proposed (917) transit
stations including heavy rail, light rail, e#tcas,
Only 5 of the 34,791developmerg in the LIHTC  ferries,cable cars, and bus rapid tran&ach station
databasenet these strict criteria, three of which were contains data on its  physical location
chosen for analysis. The three developments analyzeflatitude/longitudg and the year the station came into
for this report arsummarized in Tale 1. operation if it was constructed after 2000. Stations that
came into operation before 2000 are labéleg-r e

4. LIHTC developments containing famiderving
units of 2+ bedrooms.



2000. " The dat aset was Rdsyhd updated i n 2011.
Therefore, stations that have opened since 2011 would

be labeled a% p | a”"ramdevdre not analyzed for this

research.

Of the 32,560 developmerd ¢ with location
informationand data on the yethedevelopmentvas
laced in servicein the LIHTC database,4,752
14.8%) are located within %2 milef a transit station
and 1,269 (3.9%) were located within % mileof a
?tation(TabIeZ).

The Department of Housing and Urban
Devel opment ' Isase lvals kded fordihast
analysis'®. The database contains information on
nearly 40,00@evelopmerd and over 2,000,000 lew
income housing units placed in service between 198
and 2013. The database contains information on thgvhen comparing.IHTC developmerg built before
size, unit mix, and locatiof of individual  and after 2000, we founda slight improvement over
developmert. time. For LIHTC developmert placed in service prior
to 2000, 13.2% were located within half mile of a
transitstation and 3.5% were located within a quarter

The National Center for Education Statistics (NCES)Mile of a station. FOLIHTC developmert placed in
publishes data on student proficiency in math andServiceafter 2000, 16% wercated within half mile
reading test scores for 4th grade, 8th grade, and higﬁf a station and 4.3% were located within a quarter
school students using statefined proficiency mile of a station.These improvements were both
standardss required under the No Child Left Behind found to be statistically significant.

(NCLB) Act. We used the dataset published by the
New America Foundation for school distrlewel
student proficiency rates. To create a single indicates
for each district, we averagdhe proficiency scores
for 4", 8", and high school math and reading tests fc
2010.

School Quality Data

Table 2LIHTC Developmens within ¥ and %2
miles of Existing and PlannedTransit Stations

Census data All LIHTC 4,752 1,269 27,808
developmens (298,029 (79,597 (1,670,825

2010 Census and 20210 American Community (units)

Survey data was pulled for a variety of indicators LIHTC 2,180 571 14,293

including poverty, median income, race, education developmens (108338 (29,039 (648466)

placed in
level, and unemploymenbData for the 200 Census servicebefore

was derived from the Neighborhood Change Database2oo0

that standardizes historic census data to 2010 tré | y1c 2572 698 13,515
boundaries. developmens (189691) (50562 (1,022359)
placed in
serviceafter
2000

€ There are 39,094 total developments in the LIHTC database,
4 Approximately 10% of projects do not contain address however only 32,56 (893%) contain information on the location
information. and year the projects were placed in service.



When looking at subsidized unitsather than neighborhoods without LIHTC developments to have
developmerd, we find that 14.3% of units placed in the highest opportunity levels, followed by urban
service before 2000 were located within half mile of aLIHTC neighborhoods without transit. Urban
transitstation and 8% were located within a quarter neighborhoods with LIHTC developments and transit
mile of a station. Fownits placed in service after had significantly lower opportunity leus than both
2000, b.6% were located whtin half mile of atransit norttransit oriented LIHTC neighborhoods and transit
station and 2% were located within a quarter mile of neighborhoods without LIHTC developmentBable

a station. Thesalifferenceswere also found to be  3).

statistically significant . _ ) _
When comparing opportunity rates for transit stations

and LIHTCdevelopmert that opened befoend after
2000, there does not appear to be a significant
difference

Of the 882 transit stations openedvieeen 2000 and

2011, 252 (28.6%) werwithin a quarter mileof a Table 3 Opportunity Measures (2010)in LIHTC

LIHTC developmentOf those, 222 already had low and Transit Neighborhoods

income units prior tahe openingof the station In

total, 90 new stations areas saw new LIHTC

developments placed in servicence the statio

opered 62 of which were in areas that already ha

LIHTC developments prior to the opening of thew Poverty

, _ : 29% 20% 10% 12%

transit station (median)
o School
When Weanaly;ed LI.HTCde\./eIopmerE withina half Dustfr_u:_t 57% 69% 69%  74%
mile of a transit stationwe find that469 of the 882 z;%é?;enr;cy
transit stations opened between0OQO0and 2011 ; .
(53.2%) were in neighborhoods where LIHTC 2 Nonwhite 87% 44% 379% 20
(median) %

developmentsvere located. Of ibse, 396 already had
LIHTC developmentsocated within a half mile of the
station prior to its opening. In total, 181 new stations
areas saw new LIHTC developments plaicedervice
once the station opened34 of which already had
LIHTC developments prior tdhe opening of the
transit station.

As found by previous researchengighborhoods that
are proximate to transistatiors are susceptible to
gentrification pressured’. We looked atseveral
common gentrification measurés assess the degree
We found significant differences ithe opportunity ~© Which LIHTC neighborhoods with and without
levels betweertransit neighborhoods without LIHTC transit experienced gentrification between 2000 and
developments, LIHTC neighborhoods without transit, 2010
and LIHTC neighborhoods with transit (within %2 mile Across the board, LIHTC neighborhoods that were

buffer). In general,. qnd based only on th.e analy§|s O(Nithin a half mile of a transit station were more likely
poverty, school pritciency ardl race, we findransit to experience gentrificatiopressureas meaured by



changes in poverty, median household income; nonGreen living in Austin, Texas: M Station

white population, median rent, educational attainmentApartments

and housing valued &ble4), dl of which were found

to be statistically significant One of Austin’s first affo
apartments opened its doors to 150 families in 2011

Therefore, wHe it appears that transit has been moreg f t er t he o pening of Capit a

successful at locating stations near LIHTC jess than two blocks away. Developed by the-non

developments than vice versa, these neighborhoodgrofit affordable housing provider, Foundation

may be subsequently experiencing gentrification andcommunities the mixed income development serves

overall loss of affordability. When coupled with families in 1, 2, and 3 bedroom units at various

previous researchfinding a high proportion of  affordability leveléand 10% of units are supportive

federally subsidized units near transit at risk of beingtransitional housing for families at risk of

lost in the near futuf€and our results above showing homelessness. M Statios also the site of an early

that few LIHTC developments were located in transit childhood educatiorenterthat offers preschool and

neighborhoods following the opening of a new station, afterschool learning opportunities as well as a

these resudt indicate a significant hurdle to achieving community center. One of the key aspects of M

the longterm sustainability of equitable TODs. Station since its inception is its environmental design,

earning it LEED platinumdesignation.Water and

electricity conservation measuraxluded low flow

toilets o solar water heatessd more

Table 4 Gentrification Indicators for LIHTC
Neighborhoods by Proximity to Transit Stations

Change in % poverty -1.3% + 3.4%

Change in % nonwhite -1.5% +5.2%

Change in % ofadults 3 9

25+ with bachelors * 6% +23%

Change |n'med|an +8.3% -7.3%

houselold income

Change inmedianrent +21.1% +7.3%

Change in median home o/ 5o, +31.6% Figure 1 Austin’s M Station apartments

|
vale The concept for M Station began in 2007 when

Foundation Communitiedooked to build a new
development rather than rehabbing existing units
which they had been doing for the previous decad

Three recent LIHTC developments that are proximateWIth the intent of building in a TO[Xhe organization

to rail transit stations were investigated to betterloc(’jk(_Ed at land in five different .transn d'StnC:S A
understand thehallenges and strategide developing adj acent to stations o us

affordable TODsin high opportunity neighborhoods the Capital MgtroRall Red line. UItlmatelL;lgy chqse
Below we present the key findings fo Station an 8.5 acre site near the future MLK statidhe site

apartments in Austin, Texas, South Oak Crossing inhad been vacant for years after serving as the home of

Charlotte, North Carolina and Patton Park in Portland;

Oregon f 15 unitsaffordable at 30% MFI (for homeless families), 70 units
at 50% MFI, 45 units at 60% MFI and 15 market rate units; 32 one
bedroom, 60 two bedroom and 58 three bedroom units.

Case Study Results
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the Featherlite concrete manufacturing company. 135, however, the Census tract in which M station was

) located was categorized as high opportunity when
Centrally located at less than a mile and half fromcombining education, econdmmobility, health and

both the University of Texas andwntown Austin, M neighborhood quality indicatdts However, in 2011

Station apartments are nestied between five Easjhen kinwan Institute updated the mapping and used
Austin  neighborhoods including the historically (1o smaller block group geography of analysis, it
African  American  Chestnut neighborhoodearty . |assified the area as low opportunity, bordering two

because of its acceskblocation the neighborhood high opportunity adjacenblock groups. The update
has been experiencing rapid change. al so concl uded however t h

In 2010, the neighborhood surrounding the Stationneighborhoodsjust east of Interstate 35 poses a threat

maintained a higher proportion of African American to the Afr.|c.an American and Hlspanlc .populatlons
residents when compared to the Metro Area (Zs%f:urrently living .ther.e. As wee'llt.hler mhabltants move
versus 7%), but lower proportion of Hispanic in and home pricedse, the original re5|dent.s may be
residents (21% versus 31%). Roughly half of thef ©F ¢ed to move to fi*nhd more
residents were neHispanic white in 2010. The

demographics of the area had changed significantly

since the last Census in 2000, when nearly 37% of the&fhe opening of the Capital MetroRail Red line in
residents selidentified as norHispanic African  March, 2010 came after over a decafiplanning and
American and only 33% of the residents consideredfalse starts. In 1986 Caplitsletro, the regional transit
themselves to be netispanic white. The rate of agency, partnered with the City of Austin to purchase
college attainment increased by 14% in those terthe 162mile of existing rail right of way from the
years, far surpassing the 3% gain for the overallSouthern Pacific Transportation Company for future
metropolitan area. Similarly, the poverty rate passenger rail use. The purchase price was $9.3
decreased significantly over the decade. Although thenillion, of which $6million came from a grant from
poverty rate of the neighborhdavas nearly twice the the Federal Transit Administration.

metro average in 2000, the difference narrowed to 3%

with a poverty rate of 17% versus the metro averagd\fter years of inactionin 1997 Capital Metro drew up
of 14% in 2010. an ambitious plan for a $1.9 billion, %@ile system

that included a nortsouth Red Line and an easgst
M Station apartments are also located within the highGreen Line. The proposal on initial engineering
performing Austin Independent school disttieind support from FTA's New St a
located only half a miil b ofgrderTexds taw, howeldr, C&pital Metro is required
Campbell elementary school. Across from M Stationto submit any proposals for rail development to a
arealso the Sustainable Food Center, a park, a CDFlpublic vote independent of whether or not the
and amulti-usetrail. proposed project is funded. The proploswas

h ) ¢ i th ) narrowly rejected in November 2000. In 2004, a more
In the 2007 opportunity map of Austin, the Kirwan limited proposal consisting of only the-83le hybrid

I.nh Sh,t hl tute , hi .ghgdrhﬁia%{wg(sttejldllde,t zc%mrﬁ:ufert |yaii/Ii§ht Faill Red line connecting the
with higher opportunity neighborhoods being locate northern suburb of Leander and downtown Austin

west of Interstate 35. Despite being located east OINon voter approvalThe system, which consistsf

91n 2011, 91% of # graders scored proficient in math and 86% in
reading; 83% b8" graders scored proficient in math and 91% in " The tract scored low on educational opportunity, high on
reading; 76% of high school students scored proficient in math  economic opportunity, very high on mobility, very high on pabl
and 88% in reading. health, and low on neighborhood quality/housing.
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nine stations has hakhour headways during the income.
morning and evening commute timesd serves

nearly 2000 commuters a day. Outside of théisee The affordable housing delineated in the SAPs,

windows (and additional limited service on Friday NOWever, were goals rather than requirements and no

evenings and Saturdays) the line continues to be usg@Sources were dedicated to developing the affoedabl
for freight traffic. housing?? . Instead, the City offered a suite of

incentives to encourage affordable developments. In
The Red Line was developed as a starter line, or proothe MLK station SAP, approved in 2009, density
of concept, for a regional light rail system proposedbonuses were offered to developers that met
for the Austin region. Thus, it was a relatively small affordable housing goals. The site of the M Station
and lowcost endeavor that was intended to apartments &s considered part of the T@Bixed use
demonstrate the high retuom investment that could zone, with a minimum density of 2 stories and max of
be expected from a larger regional system. However45 units per acre densities which could be waived in
the low cost of the investment fell below the minimum exchange for provision of affordable housing.
thresholdthat wasrequired to seek FTA New Starts

funding. The City of Austin also created th8 M.A.R.T.

program to spr TOD. Passed in 2000, the S.M.A.R.T.
Even so, project planners utilized state of the artprogram provides fee waivers and expedited project
planning pratices and were well aware of the Federalreview for developments meeting program criteria
funding criteria. In fact, prior research found that being safe, mixeencome, accessible, reasonably
many independentfunded projects still follow priced, transioriented, and meting green building
federal protocols so that the local expenditures can bstandards.
counted toward the region’s financi al contribution
transit projects on future New Starts funded profécts '

Like manynew affordable housing developments, the

M Station apartments relied on 9% Low Income
In anticipation of the future Red Line, in 2005, the Housing Tax credits (LIHTC) to finance the
City of Austin passedts TOD ordinance, which devel opment . Under Texas'’ Q
designated the boundaries of several future statiorfboth present and in 2008), applicants canesetra
areas as TOD zones argbtablished an interim points for being located in high opportunity
overlay zone to ensure that developments would baeighborhoods that have either lower poverty rates,
supportive of transit and pedestrian environmmehte  higher median income, or are in an exemplary school
ordinance prohibited certain uses in the overlay zoneone as well as being in proximity to amenities such
(e.g., industrial, drivéns) and reduced setback and as grocery stores and public schools. Addaigoints
parking requiremest(60% of existing parking ratios), were also achieved with green building design. No
among other featurés The ordinance also set the extra points were awarded for being transit accessible,
guidelines for the preparation of station area planshowever.
(SAP) that would include a housing affordability
analysis and description of strategies to provide atVhen Foundation Communities applied for the tax
least 25 percarof new rental housing to be affordable
to households at or below 60 percent of median family 10 percent of the units to households with an income of not more

than 40 to 60 percent of median family income, 10 percent of the

units to households with an income of not more than 30 to 40

percent of median family income, and five percent of the units to
'S Bogren, “Capital MetitiaoFRayi | ’ lsoushelds withiamiecome Afinat morenthars 30 parcent of median
i nt o RAiBMadazireno. 23 (2009): 3641. family income
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credits in 2008, it d i dgtation was opeme@ propeirtygvalue® in thel ayda haveo
awarded credits for that yeddevertheless, the Texas increased tremendously and Moreaoted that it
Department of Housing and Community Affairs would now be very difficult to find a site in the area at
awarded them a forward commitment for 2009 creditsthat price. Although the station was already under
based onthe developmerit sgreen design and construction at the time they went under contract on
proximity to transit. the site, the housing bubble had just burst and land
was unexpectedly cheaper than before. The previous

In addition to thg tax credits, M Station apartmgntsowners had considered developing hégtd condos
were also fundedh part by a loan from the Austin j he site, however with the drying up of the

Housing Finance Corporation as part of their Rentali,ncial markets, they realized it would be more
Housing Development Assistance program to partiallypofitaple to sell the land. The site waswevermore

fund the acquisition of the 8.5 acre lot. The Rentalcogily 1o develop than previously anticipated. Nearly
Housing Development Assistance program USes,f of the site was located in a floodplain and locally

proceeds from the Adirdable Housing General egignated Critical Water Quality Zone. Dioging
Obligation bonds. The 55 million dollar bonds, passedq,; of the flood plain was nearly half a million dollars
by voters in 2006, were established to provide housing,,, e expensive than originally anticipated.

at deeper levels of affordability (30% MFI), longer
terms (99 years) and dispersed geographically (west oAlthough located within the TOD boundaries of the
135). SAP and TOD ordinance, the proximity of the station
did not have a significant impact on the desd the
Finally, in order to deepen their target to reach gie Moreau noted that although the TOD ordinance
homeless families, Foundation Communities also set;;qwed them to develop less parking than normal, the
aside 10% of the units at market rate rents. These,q,ced ratio (essentially 1:1) is proving to be
higher rents were intended to offset the deep discou%adequate for the needs of residents, who now have
on rents for 15 homeless families as part of their;, park on neighborhood streets. Althoutle site is

ChiIo!rgw’ S I—.|OME. Ini ti at .i_Vever )Whé:lc(}i'se P @Vi HESMLK st at i
subsidized supportive housing to homeless families. ;a5 not appear to be very high since the commuter

line runs on a limited schedule and connects few
destinati ons. “So it wor ks
to get downtown for work, or gghaps out to the

According to Walter Moreauhe executive director of Suburbs, but otherwise is limited. Most people_still
Foundation Communities, the greatest challetogk! have cars, though we have some residents without
Station, much ke any affordable housing C&rs, and some use the Car2Go [car share program] so
development, wa its cost and aligning sufficient t hey might have one car |
resources to bring thedevelopmentto fruition. noted.

Foundation Communities was able to cobble togethetl_he role of Federal and Iddaansit agencies has been

a variety of funding sources to finance the very limited in the M Street development. Although
development, but the land and develemt costs . ) L
_ . , the FTA financed part of the right of way acquisition
were particularly challenging, even during the - . . o .
depressed housing market of 2007 and original engineering, it did not fund the capital
P ' costs of the train system. When asked about the role of
Finding a site they could afford near transit was aCapital Metrg Foundation Communities noted that
significant challenge. At $3 million (or $8.B)t the transit agency was only involved in reviewing site
Moreau recounted that they wemiticized at the time ~ design for its impact on circulation and in the
for spendingtoo much on the land. Yet, after the construction of a fencing to physically separate the
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development from the tracks. Beyond that, there wasinemployment rates (16% for the neighborhood
no other firancial or planning contribution of the versus 10% for the metrofhe neighborhoodvas
agency to M Station apartments. considered atableplacewhere lower income families

) ) - _ . could find affordablehousing with median rents of
Ultimately, Foundation Communities believes it was $550, in comprison to $824 for the region.

the combination of being transit oriented, providing a
state of the art childcafacility and the green design Over half of existing residents in the Census tract
that won over the suppt of the state housing agency, where South Oak Crossing is located were renters in
local planners and the banks, who chose to buy thei2000. In an interview with the developer, CMHP
credits even during the dried up market, allowingnoted that they typically do not develop muémily
them to build 135 affordable units in a desirable units in high renteneighborhoods, in part because the
neighborhood. city prohibits it with its Housing Locational Policy,
B but in this case they specifically sought to develop in

wcome  Living cal ransit. the area because of the proximity to the soon to open
Charlotte’s South Oak Crossing light rail station. Because of the demographics of the
neighborhood, CMHP chose to develop larger, family
oriented units to cater to the Hispanic and African
American families in the area. The site was also
1/Iocated in the high performing Charloftéecklenburg
School district

When Charlotte opened its first light rail system in

2007, the Lynx Blue Line, it was greeted with the

nearly simultaneous opening of the mixadome

South Oak Crossing apartments, located just over

mile from the Arrowood station. The 192 unit

complex, developed by Charlotte Mecklenburg

Housing Partnership (CMHP), consists of 100

affordable and 92 markeate, twe and three  TheSouth Corridor, now called the LYNX Blue Line,

bedroom rental units. is a 9.6mile, 15station light rail project extending
south from Uptown Charl ott

Looking to build its first TOD, CMHP specifically psiness district)y to Intersta#85 in southern

targeted the South Charlotte neighborhood sirice iMeckIenburg County near the South Carolistate

knew that a station would be developed nearbyporder. The facility, completed in 2007, generally

CMHP capitalized on a window of opportunity of low paraliels nortksouth  Interstatd7 and  serves

land costs, buying the 10 acre wooded site forconsiderable commuter traffic accessing the 80,000

$480,000 nearly five years before the station opened o ps | ocated in Charlotte’

from an outof-state landownern the years following  The South Corridor is an exemplar of transportation

their purchase, property values in the area nearlyynd |anduse coordination, though affordable real

tripled. estate development was not a major consideration for

In 2010, the South Charlotte neighborhood FaNS't Project stakeholders.

surrounding the Arrowood station had a larger Rrajl transit planning was initiated in Charlotte in the
population of African American (40%) and Hispanic 1 9 8 0' s and c TransitiCorddoreSgstern n t h
(44%) households than the rest of Charlotte Metrop|anning Studyof 1989 By 1994, the Charlotte

Area (24%and 11%, respectively). The demographics Transitional Analysis had identified rail transit
of the area had changed significantly since the last

Census in 2000, when nearly 65% of tract population
self-identified as nofHispanic white. Although the *iIn 2011, 85% of 4th graders scored proficient in math and 71%
rate of college attainment was also lower (10% Versugw reading; 85% of 8th graders scored proficiannath and 70%

. . in reading; 79% of high school students scored proficient in math
33% for the metro area) andt also hadhigher  and 81% in reading.
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corridors that wo werallasdu pdewvelopment wae a verg igfiuemtial’ factor,osometimes
use vision and the&enters and Corridors Concept more so than economic efficiency or transit
Plan was adopted by the Charloftéecklenburg operations. In fact, planners made tradeoffs
Planning Commission. A model ddmart Growth demonstrating their commitment to spurring
regional planning, the integrated land use, economiaevelopment along the line. To meet Federal
development, and transportation plan identified five standards for cost effectiveness, cost cutting measures
radial corridors of dense urban development alongwith profound operationalmpacts were incorporated
parallel roadways and rapid transit lines with wedgesinto the project, including shortening station lengths
of low density singldamily howsing in between. so that only twecar trains could be used on the line.
At the same time, planners refused to implement other
Among the five radial corridors, the Charlotte City ¢,qt savings measures that would have impacted real
Council selected the Soudhe felelopeht@iBtéd dafiresP & thE Prdjéct Ot 1
first rail investment because it was considered theg;,ch as a costly route deviation off of the main right

most Iikgly c.orridor to successfglly realize the vision ¢ way and into a roadway median so that more land
of a radlal city. For onethe cgrrldor was parallell 10 could be made available for development.
heavily congested Interstafd in the fastest growing

corridor in the region. Second, the corridor coincidedFurther, in addition to and separate from the transit
with available Norfolk Southern right of way wherea pr oj e c t 'the City ofdChazldtte provided $72
light rail project could be implemented. Most million in complementary infrastructure
importantly, paticularly for achieving the regional improvements as part of the South Corridor
land use objectives, both availability of land and Infrastructure Prograf. The infrastructure subsidy
strong market conditions presented tremendousgprogram was created specifically to spur development
potential for redevelopment along the corridor. surrounding the stations. The ra$tructure
complemented new zoning policies that the City

Planning for the line proceeded steadily through theggiaplished to foster denser development along the
late 1990290@ahd. e®nl May . 8iqor. 2005, t he

FTA entered into a Full Funding Grant Agreement
(FFGA) providing a Federal commitment of $192.94
million in New Starts funds. The total project cost
under the FFGA was $426.85 million, with the In an effort to avoid the concentration of poverty, in
majority of funds coming from sta and local 2002 the Charlotte City Council passt@ Housing
source¥. At the time, affordable housing was not a Locational Policy, which established areas where new
consideration of the Federal funding program and ng?ffordable multifamily rental housing could be
mention of affordable housing was found in the located New subsidized units were prohibited from
official documents we reviewed. developing within %2 miles of existing subsidized
housing and in lower income (<60% AMI), jodty
Yet, real estate development writ large was one ofrental neighborhoods or where assisted units
many facors considered by Federal funders in their comprised over 10% of all housing units in the
grant making process and was a primary consideratiopeighborhood. In addition, the policy limited the
of Charl ot t e’ When comsidesingtthe prhagirmum @&unmbder of affordable units on a site to 100.
location and design of each station, real estateThe Assisted MultFamily Housing Development
Policy at Transit Stations, which is part of the
Housing Locational Policy, placed additional

llanCarltm, “Transit Planning-Pr achestdctionson pteansity aeighporfaods; s\Wwhere a

<230r1?i ented Development” Univer siminimunf of 5%land a maxiaunt 6f 28% ok £ malt -
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family development could be subsidized affordable, CMHP was able to secure a site at an affordable price.
resulting in a total mixf less than 20% of the housing A short two years later, CMHP noted that the land had
stock within ¥ mile of a station area. Furthermore, thetripled in value since its purch&8eDespite itslow
policy requirel that affordable units be of similar cost, attaining a large developable site in an urban
appearance to the market rate housing and to barea continugto be a significant challenge. The 10
scattered throughout the development. This policy wascre site for South Oak Crossing contained a wetland,
later updatedin 2011, modifying some of the around which they had to bujldsignificantly
restrictions, while maintaining a similar tenor. increasing the development costs. Although GMid

. _currently developing more affordable housing near
Although South Oak Crossing apartments were jUst ansit at the Scaleybark station, they have noted that

outside of the %2 mile station area, and were thereforggre ig jimited potential for future affordable TOD
not limited by the 25% maximum, it was located due to the escalation in land prices.

within a prohibited aredecause of the lower income
and high renter population. CMHP therefore soughtTiming, however, was not always on the side of the
and was granted an exemption to the policy in 2005dewelopers. With the financial crisis, funding the
on the basis of its close proximity to transit. development became a significant challenge when the
original tax credit purchasers backed out and the
market for credits had tanked. However, the support
CHMPapplied to North Car c?f thle r(]:r%/ 1.n growﬂlrég@e%piflnnarréflngr_pllayr(]e%ancémllg
. . role, allowing the development to succeed. Local
ageny and in 2006 \sawarded both tax credits and . . .
overnment played both supportive and impeding

tax exempt bonds. When first issued, there was greaq : .
. . ..~ .roles in other ways as well. Although the local transit
demand for tax credits, but then the housing crisis hlta ency supported the develobment in their desian
and the original purchasers backed out. CMHP had to g ney PP . . . P : g
. . : review and by investing in road realignment to
secure another purchaser, at which point theegiar rovide better access to the transit stop, they were
credits hadplummeted resulting in the need to seek P P y

gap financing. The City had already issued CMHPOtherWIse not h.eavny. mvglved n the proge;s.
o . : Furthermorethe site design did not take the proximity
funding in part because of their desire to develop

affordable units near transit, but because toé to the Arrowood station much into account. Using the

hiccup, the City committed additional resourcesn same parking rat .I N .t hey
. . . . developmets (~1.8"), most people drive even if
the Housing Trust Fundwhich wasestablished in , ) .
. - e . hey’  re goi ng tofoamiehfremthet at i o
2001 with an initial $10 million to provide financing . . . .
. . station, most residents believe the distance too far to
for affordable housing. The program is funded

periodically through voter approved bonds, which walk according to Dodson.

provides financing for affordable units using a while South Oak Crossing was ultimately granted an
competitive bidding process. Since its inception, overe x e mpt i on f r o rousing hLacatiomat t e ' s
4,000 units have been produced or rehabilitated usin@ojicy, it demonstrates the significant barriers that
funding from the Housing Trust Fund. planning can create. Affordable housing development

is notoriously difficult to finance, and the requirement

to disperse units throughout a mixaese development

can make it harder fadevelopers to win federal tax

Timing played a significant role in the development of credits Dodson argueda s Pt's mor € di

SouthOak Crossingaccording to Fred Dodsp@0OO
of CMHP. With considerable foresight and some luck

' MThe SAP has a maximum of 1.3, but South Oak Crossing is
located just outside tis boundaries
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document that the credits are only going to affordableTriMet subsequently releed a request for

units. gualifications in 2005 for a nonprofit to develop
affordable housing on one of the acquired sites where

Although the goal of minimizing the concentration of o future Patton Park apartments were opened in

poverty is notable, prohibiting development in high 5409 o house families that had been displace and
renteroccupied neighborhoods could create additionalgiam tide of gentrification and disgement.

obstacles in an already challenging industry. In the
case of South Oak Crossing, the high percentage of |
renters and especially Hispanic residents made it Y
easier for the developer to gain neighborhood %
approval,which can prove to be a significant hurdle 5
for affordable developments.

Finally, Dodson noted the importance of including
high quality amenities to make a mixa@dome
development successful and to win the favor of
funders. South Oak Crossing has a swingnpool, Figure 2 Patton Park in Portland, OR

griling area, playground, fitness center, businessResidents of the Overlook neighborhood, in which the
center and more on its premises which are useful ifN Killingsworth station is located, were right to worry
attracting future residents and in scoring high enougHbout gentrification and displacement. The historically

to win LIHTC credits in 2006. African American neighborhood was home to many
lower income renters who lived iolder, low rent

Combating Gentrification with Inclusive bungalows. In fact, part of the rationale for locating a

TOD: Portland’s Patton Park station there was to help revitalize the neighborhood

_ and create an economic impetus. But, as Michelle
Patton Park apartments in Northeast Portla”dHaynes Director of Housing Development at

represent a unique case of coordinated planninggeacH Inc.. the CDC that developéthtton Park,
investment and political will to stabilize a gentrifying explaned,“Wh at happened was bey
neighborhood. The 54 affordable unit buildiigonly —yigest dreams and it happened to correspond to a

a block from the M&MX §p ki Wratidn bfY&ingSoveedlicated hipsters.
Killingsworth Steet station which opened in 2004. They came looking for housing and they found these
During the planning of the Max Yellow line, which undervalued old bungalows close to cignter. Al
was to serve lower income and minority g housing that was reliable affordable rental stock
neighborhoods, residents expressed fear of thg, African American families, were being sold as

gentrification potential of the line, challenging the starter homes for yuppies and there was a huge
local govenment to develop policies and programs 10 yisnjacement of African American and low income
prevent displacement. When the Yellow Line Wasp opul ation.
completed wunder budget, TriMet, the local

transportation agency, used surplus FTA money tdn 2010, approximately 11% of eh population
acquire properties to stabilize the neighborhood.surrounding the station setfentified as African
American, which was substantially greater than the
average for Portland Metro Area (3%). However, this
"The building has 54 affordable units ofiish 2 are studios, 36 proportion had declined significantly since 2000,
are 1 bedroom, 4 are 2 bedroom and 12 are 3 bedroom. All units when nearly 20% of the population wasfridan

are affordable at 50% of the area median income, and-Bre 3 . -
apartments have projebased Section 8 and are targeted to American, and only 58% considered themselves to be

families under 30% median income.
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nontHispanic White, which increased to 70% by 2010.1 n t h e | at e 1980 s and eal
Other indicators of gentrification could be observedinPor t | and’ s Pl anning Bureau
the educational attainment of the residents; in 2000n the Portland neighborhoods that once constituted
only 19% were college educated, whielas lower the historic city of Albina to produce a revitalization
than the 28% average for Portland Metro and by 201(lan, tre Albina Community Plan. The overarching
over 46% of the residents had college degrees whiclobjective of the plan was to rejuvenate a-ioaome,
was higher than the Metro Average of 36%. minority community that was perceived to have
. _ ) o suffered from years of suboptimal public investment.
In addition to its cheaper housing stock, proximity to During the planning process, the community sought

downtown andthe light rail station, the Oerlook ¢ ways tdbring new jobs and services to the area.
neighborhood was also benefitting frgonivate and

public investment including a new grocery store, asT h e pl anning process’ s ec
well as new and renovated buildings and restaurantdiscussions often focused on rail transit as a lever for

The neighborhood is within the high performing community investment. A light rail alignment passing
Portland School District 2and the City wasoon to  through the Albina neighborhoods had been identified

be investing $700,000 to upgraBatton Square Park inthe e g i 0 n ‘rage ltranspgrtation plans. At the

across the street from the site. time, transit investments held great promise as
economic development tools. While no detailed transit
planning for the corridor had occurred up to that point,

the potential transit investment became the Ipnth

. L N of t he community’ s redey
system (currently 5@niles) steadily since the first line . :
y ( y ) y Ultimately, the plan recommended that the City of

opened in 1986. The InterstdtéAX project, a 5.8 )
: : : Portlalnd ,Shoul d concentr
mile, 10st ati on extension of Portland’'’s 'sStem was .

: . developments and commercial’investment near transit
completed in 2004. The line generally parallels

. . rr P r "
Interstateb, connecting downtown Portland to its dors

northern suburbs in the state of Oregon. It wasgg|iowing the completion of the Albina plan, transi
designed with the intent of eventualéxtending the  pjanning for the corridor was initiated. The design of
line further north, across the Columbia River, 10 the Interstate MAX light rail project was thoroughly
Vancouver, WA. The Yellow Line was developed ;| hf | uenced by t he City’'s
from an old, decaying arterial street called Interstateransitoriented real estate development and economic
Ave. development expectations. In particular, yCiof
Portland land use planners and staff of the Portland
g)ev?jolgl)rpentuCgmmission (PDC) played significant
roles in plaﬁnlng the transit project. Not only did they
strongly advocate for the final alignment and station
locations, they worked with TriMet taéntify, and in
some instances procure, potential development sites
?Iong thre gorrido(r;. ,El'he g:ity of Portland and PDC staff
also Bvorkeéj girectly with community members to
reassure them and address their fears of overbuilding
(e.g., highrise apartment blos and gentrification.

Portland has been expanding its MAX light rail

The primary agencies involved in the planning the
Interstate MAX project were Metr®, or t | and’
elected regional government; TriMet, the regional
transit agency; and the City of Portland. One of the
most influential factors in the development of the
transit project was a City of Portland neighborhood
planning process that precededh e tr ansi
planning process.

°In 2011, 69%of 4th graders scored proficient in math and 85%

in reading; 67% of 8th graders scored proficient in math and 74%

in reading; 67% of high school students scored proficient in math

and 79% in reading. P City of Portland Bureau of Planning 1993, 31
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The FTA and TriMet signed a fulunding agreement

(FFGA) in September of 2000. TriMet reports the

total project cost as $350 million, of which nearly

74% ($257.5 million) was federally funded. The As recounted bichelleHayneswh o | ed REACFH
remainder of the project was paidrfby the Metro, development teanthe old arterial on which the MAX

TriMet and the City of Portland, which created anYel I ow | i ne was built was
urban renewal district to generate tax incrementmotels” which emerged as a major concern of
financing to fund the local match. Construction startedresidents that engaged in thianning process for the

in November 2000, and lasted almost four years. Interstate Station Area Revitalization Stratdgythe
early 2000s. The CrowMotel, which occupied the

As part of the npr dljra cMe't garéef WheRsathé Pafitdni Park apartments are now
estate team procured properties for the project, whichgcated, was one such hotbht TriMet acquired after
included right of way for stations and railways as welljt finished the Yellowline under budget in 2004

as several properties for construction staging areasriMet received authorization from the FTA to use the
that would have no permanent transit use. Many of theyrplus funds for property acquisition.

properties, particully construction staging sites, were
strategically identified so that TriMet could acquire As descri bed in the Tri Met
vacant, underutilized, or blighted properties wheresite,theacquisition of the Crown Motel was supported
future development of the sites could aid localby T r ipideeity’ n@nagenn¢ and development
economic development. Such developretated  policy, which focuses on enhancing riderskapd
practices are genglly associated with joint increasing housing availability and services for low to
development, the process of leasing a transit agenciggoderate income householdsurthermore,T r i Me t
land to developers for trangitiented development supplementary ~ TOD  policy  requires  that
that helps the agency financially (through leasedevelopments on TriMet property maximizendiy,
payments and higher fare revenues generated by moféduce auto dependency, activate public spaces, and
dense development)nd operationally (by requiring Support community aspiratiotis

design elements that optimize transit service
provisiony’.

S

The Interstate Corridor Urban Renewal area, created

in part to fund the light railwas establishedwith a

The Interstate MAX project benefited from the goal that renewal would benefit the existing
Portland region’s | ongs tcammunity e Housig Strategy degeloped fortthe e a
of transitor i ent ed devel op me n trenewal grea sgught gpogpreserve; thgehpusiag stock,
experience fasring affordable housing through joint ensure adequate supply of affordable housing for
developmeri. Planners at TriMet were not only able different household sizes and needs,, asddescribed

to procure property for development along thei n t he TriiMedr ea<R&Q, he hous
Interstate MAX route, a widespread practice existingresidents and protect them from involuntary
employed throughout the United States, but were alséglisplacement caused by gentrification, increased

able to dispose of pperty that had been procured hosing costs and loss of hing choice$®

with Federal funds without repaying the federal share

. Thus, in 2086 TriMet released a Request for
a very important precedent for affordable transit
oriented development that has not been widely Qualifications for affordable housing developers to

create permanently afifdable housing on the site that

would allow displaced residents to return to the
neighborhood, offering a discounted price for the land,
support for community involvement, and guarantees

duplicated to datend is discussed in further detail
below.
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from PDC and Metro for additional funding. The RFQ
required at leastl3 units of the development be _
targeted to displaced families, and TOD features suct'S one of the main goals of the Patton Park

as low parking ratios, and ground floor retail, amongdevelopmenestablished by TriMet in the RF@as to
others. stabilize the neighborhood and house displaced

residents, REACH launched a targeted outreach
strategy to find the right tenantsAccording to
Haynes, they hosted community meetings and
regularly met with the Overlook Neighborhood
Association during the development phas8efore
opening the waiting listheyreached out to a number
of local socialservice agencieghey handdelivered
marketing flyers to communitased businesses,
schools, and community gathering spots along the
Corridor and plac# ads and feature stories in media
dserving the local and minority community.

After REACH was selected by TriMet in the
competitive processit received an adtional $4.5
million dollars in Tax Increment Financing from the
City, due to its location in the Urban Renewal area.

In addition to the financial support from the City,
REACH received a reduced price for the land from
TriMet. FTA approved discounting theales price of
the land because ridership from the project woul
generate fares over time that would exceed the valug¢ 5 result of these effts, prior to openingHaynes

of the writedown This allowed TriMet to discount |, iaq thatthere was a waiting list of more than 400
from its value the future revenue from transit ;4 senolds for the building. More than tfords of
ridership, reducing the sale price {&RCH by over  he first occupants of Patton Park Apartments were
$600,000*". Based on  Tri Met" syngifhddnd fdreStharPhiaif mbRE 1o the building
impacts of future development, FTA granted afom another loction in North/Northeast Portland, the
documented categorical exclusion from NEPA to part of town where the Overlook neighborhood is

allow the purchase and later approved the saleg,cateq, In a status update to TriMet, Michelle Haynes
agreement with REACH. In addition, REACHsecured; | s 6 noted that “from anec

12 propctbased Section 8 vouchers to serve Mew ¢ 5 significant number of the residents who came
income large families, a group that is at high risk of .0 elsewhes in the city, grew up in the area or

displacement. lived there at an earlier stage, and they view Patton

Finally, Portland and the State of Oregon supportpark, as giving them a chance to come back to the
affordable housing development through tax" €' 9 hb&rhood”

abatement and exemptilon 5p,s 0g9g%.ams, Oregon’' s hig
property taxes make developing affordable housing in ' ' o

rapidly gentrifying neighborhoods prohibitive.

Therefore, in 1985 the City sought and was grantedrhe case of Patton Park in Portland, OR provides
property tax exemptions for low income housing heldmary lessons in coordinated planning, community
by nonprofit organizations, which REACH took jnvolvement, leadership and political will. Without
advanage of for the Patton Park apartments. these elements, the multiple planning processes and
the financial support of local agencies, the
development could not have succeeded. Portland also
demonstrags the important and positive role a transit
agency can play, when actively involved in local land
“ FRiet urn to Transit”: 54 uni tus€ qu GQW”iIYrd?V&LOPYH%‘Eis%UeslEh% pEOQ(HiYeu re

rate x 347 days occupied x 1.03 average fare = $23,137/ year=  joint development strategies, further supported by
$430,919 + $176,634 (retail)
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FTA funding, allowed the agency to contribute to the opened since 2000nly one in five saw new
stabilization of the neighborhood. In many ways, affordable units addedCombined with our findings
developments like Patton Pankay be supported by that tansitrich neighborhoods were more likely to
FTA's new incorporati on eaperiercd dernogrdphib shisgndlimggestiificaton i n i
evaluation criteria, which looks at existing plans, pressures, and with previous findings that transit
policies and financing mechanisms to preserve andheighborhoods were at risk of losing federally
increase affordable housing in proximity to transit. subsidized units, these findings create cause for

_ S concernof the futurefor equitable TODs
Although TriMet sought primarily 2 and 3 bedroom

apartments on the site to serve displaced familiesWWhen we explored theneighborhood opportunity
REACH was constrained by the size of the lot (onlylevelsof transit and LIHTC neighborhoods, we found
24,000 ff), zoning restrictions, the desire to have that when transit stations were located near LIHTC
groundfloor commercial uses and enough parking todevelopments they were more likely to be in lower
satisfy lenders. With only 2 and 3 bedroom units,opportunity neighborhats than transit stations
Haynes noted thahey would have developed fewer located far from LIHTC or even LIHTC developments
units and it would not have been cost effective.without transit stations. Theséindings point to
REACH therefore focused the 3 bedroom apartmentsignificant barriers in developing affordable housing
for very low income tenants, making use of the in high opportunity, transitich neighborhoods.

Section 8 subsidy, and made up the rest with smaller _ _
units. Our three case studies of HTC developments in

transit and opportunityich neighborhoods uncovered
Finally, in the strong real estate market, parkingmany of thesebstaclesand the strategies developers
requirements can be ¢ ostand agenbiésbused itov@ercorReothétvé tound,” s T
policy allowed REACH to build only 38 parking perhaps unsurprisingly, the cost of land to be one of
spacs for the 54 residential and 3 commercial unitthe greatest barriers to déwging affordable TODs.
property. This low parking ratio was supported by To overcome these challenges, tHevelopers we
local leadership belief in TOD principles, something interviewedwere fortunate to a) have the foresight to

that is notably missing in other jurisdictions. purchase land well before the transit station opened, b)
] have support from local governments that provide gap
Conclusions financing or subside the cost of development, and c)

be located in metropolitan areas with highly

Despite growing interest, policymaking, anahdling  coordinated transportation and land use plantiivag
for the inclusion of affordable housing in TODs, this support TODs (e.g., by reduing parking

study findsthat limited progress has been made OVer requirements, providing new infrastructure  and
the past two decades in delivering new affordableexpedited reviewspmong others

housing options near transit stations in high

opportunity neighborhoods. Perhaps becausghef Some of the other main obstacles identified in the
need for dense neighborhoods to support ridershigases were the heightened development costs required
combined with the nature of urban povertgnd  on the subbptimal available parcekst infill sites city
housing policyin the United Stategyver half of new planning constraints related tolimiting the
transit stations have been located in neighborhoodaffordability mix and density of developmentsnd
where affordable housing is already locatééew  community opposition to muHiamily affordable
transit neighborhoods have not been as successful &busing in opportunityich neighborhoods.

attracting new affordable developments, however; we

found that in neighborhoods wheteansit stations
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While new policies and programs have been
implemented to promote affordable housing near
transit, it remains unclear how well they can
counteract the enormousst and NIMBY batrriers to
developing affordable housing near transit.

't s i mpor tidentfyingoor caseostugiest h at
of LIHTC-funded developmerg located near transit
stations in higkopportunity neighborhoods as like
finding needles in a haystk. Our national scan
identified only a handful of the 34,791 LIHTC
developmerd that werefamily friendly andbuilt in
neighborhoods served by transit and exhibiting
characteristics of  higbpportunity  locations.
Therefore, these cases truly represent taee
occasion when the stars have aligrtedallow the
developers to find sitegttain tax credits and local
gap financing, receive permits, and make
developmerd work underthe challenging conditions
that exist for all affordable housirdgvelopmerd ard

all TOD projects

Despite the successful implementation of the three
LIHTC developmerd we studied there is limited
evidencefrom these cases thatiggest residents of
these affordable TODs may not be using transit as
much as expected.herefore, thaheoretical benefits

of affordable developmerg near transitmay not be
fully captured.It will be important for future research
to assess thgap betweerthe theoretical and actual
benefits of TODs

Affordable TOD appearsto be a laudable goal that
this study findsis not yet fully understood and
certainly has not been widely implement#dwill be
important to replicate this studin the future to
determine if recent policymaking, new funding
programs and other efforts aimed at fostering
equitable growt in transitrich and opportunityich
neighborhoods are successfully moving the needle.
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Appendix

FTAG6s New Starts Affordable Housing Policy

¢ Tools to maintain or increase the share of affordable housing in the project corridor:

o Ewaluation of Corridor-Specific Affordable Housing Needs and Supply

o Plans and Policies to Preserve and Increase Affordable Housing such as:

o Inclusionary zoning and/or density bonuses for affordable housing

Employer assisted housing policies
Voluntary or mandatory inclusionary housing policies
Rent controls or condominium conversion controls
Zoning to promote housing diversity

¢ Affordability covenants
o Adopted Financing Tools and Strategies to Preserve and Increase Affordable Housing

such as:
o Target property acquisition, rehabilitation, and development funding for low-
income housing within the corridor, including:
¢ Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Ongoing affordable housing operating subsidies
Weatherization and utilities support program
Local tax abatements for low-income or senior housing
Local of State programs that provide mortgage or other home
ownership assistance for lower income and senior households

o Established land banking programs or transfer tax programs

o Local or regional affordable housing trust funds

o Targeted tax increment financing or other value-capture strategies for low-income

housing

o Developer Activity to Preserve and Increase Affordable Housing

o0 O 0
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State LIHTC QAPs that Award Points for Proximity to Transit

State QAP | Points | Criteria
year
Arizona 2014 35 Transit Oriented Developmentocated within 1/4 mile (bus) or 1/2 mile (train) to higk

capacity, frequent transit

California 2014 | 15 1/4 mile of transit station with service every 30 minutes during rush houwwfzemw the
project has density above 25 units/acre. Includes planned stations.

Colorado 2014 5 Located at an existing or planned TOD sité2 mile from existing fixed rail station or
under construction

Connecticut 2013 4 Transit oriented developmeni/2 mile from train station or 1/4 mile from other public
transit facilities

Delaware 2014 5 Transit accessible (1/4/2 mile) or transit ready

Georgia 2014 4 Based on distance to transit stop and frequency of transit service

Idaho 2014 1 1.5-3 milesof a bus or transit stop (park and ride)

lllinois 2014 3 1/2 mile from fixed route transit stop

Indiana 2014 2 Transit oriented developmeni0 minute walkshed of fixed transit infrastructure

Louisiana 2014 1 1 mile from public transportation

Maine 2014 4 Within "safg walking distance of not more than 1500 ft" from fixed route public

transportation

Maryland 2013 8 Within designated TOD

Massachusetts 2014 6 1/2 mile of major public transit (rail and key bus routes)

Michigan 2015 5 1/10 milefrom transit stop

Minnesota 2015 7 Within 1/4-1/2 mile of transit (5 pts). In TOD with high density, low parking ratios,

access points, car sharing, etc. (2 pts).

Montana 2014 1 1.5 mile from bus or transportation stop

Nevada 2014 1 1/4 mile from locatransit route

New Jersey 2013 2 1/2 mile from public transportation

New Mexico 2013 1 1/4 mile from bus or commuter rail

New York 2013 1 "close proximity” to public transport

South Dakota 2013 20 Bus stop within a block that provides fredes to tenants

Utah 2014  30% 1/3 mile of walking distance along public access to an existing or currently under
basis construction Trax or FrontRunner stop/station but notbus lines."
boost

Virginia 2014 | 20 1/2 mile from commuter rail, light rail, subwaor 1/4 mile from bus stop

Washington DC ' 2014 | 10 1/2 mi from train or 1/4 mile from bus stop

Wisconsin 2014 5 1/5 mile from bus stop or other transit station

Wyoming 2014 3 1.5 mi from public transit
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State

Alabama
Arizona
California

Delaware

Georgia

Idaho
Illinois
Indiana

lowa

Louisiana
Maine
Michigan
Minnesota
Montana
Nevada
New Jersey
New Mexico

North
Carolina

Ohio

South
Carolina

South
Dakota

Texas
Utah
Wyoming

State LIHTC QAPs that Award Points for Proximity to Resources

QAP
year

2014
2014
2014
2014

2014

2014
2014
2014
2014

2014
2014
2015
2015
2014
2014
2013
2013
2014

2014
2013

2013

2014
2014
2014

Points

10
20
10
7

12

10
18

20

10

33

Criteria

2 miles from grocery, convenience, doctor, drug store, bank, etc.
1 mile from grocery, school, hospital, rec, library, etc.
1/4 miles from park, librarygrocery, market, medical, etc.

1/4-1/2 mile from grocery, school, library, child care, park, bank, medical;qifict,
community center, etc.

2 miles of grocery, big box, hospital, town square, school, park, lietajl, bank,
pharmacy, day care, etc.

1.5-3 miles of grocery, pharmacy, park, school, library, etc.
1/2 miles from library/government office, school, health care, recreation and day ¢
1/2-1 mile from gocery, recreation, school, bank, retail, healthcare, etc.

1 mile from grocery, school, senior center, medical center, workforce training and
library

1 mile of hospital, bank, school, clinic, drug store, day care, litmadypost office
“Safe wal king distance” from a bank,
Walkscore over 90, points decrease thereafter.

Walkscore above 70, 1 point for walkscore ofG@D

1.5 mile of grocery, school, pharmacy, medical office, bank, library, etc.

1/4 from grocery, school, day care, etc.

1/2 mile of grocery, pharmacy, retail, bank, restaurant, school, post office, day car
.5 mile from 3 services or 1 mile from 6

Based on distance to grocery, pharmacies or other retail

1/4-1/2 miles from "positive land use" of retail, services, and community facilities

1/2-3 miles from grocery, retail, doctor, school, bank, recreation, etc.

1/2 mi from grocery, medical, school and other services

1 mile of senior center, grocery, childcare, and health care
1/3 mile d park, school, and senior center

1.5 mi from schools, grocery, bank, library, etc.

25



State LIHTC QAPs that Award Points for Projects Located in High Opportunity Neighborhoods

State

Alabama
Alaska
Connecticut

Delaware

Geagia
Indiana
Maine

Maryland
Massachusetts

New Jersey
New York

Pennsylvania
Texas

Virginia

Wyoming

QAP
year

2014
2013
2013
2014

2014
2014
2014
2013

2014

2013
2013

2013

2014
2014
2014

Points

30
11

18

14

20

25
15

Definition of Opportunity

High income tract
Low unemployment and vacancy rate
High (>75%) home ownership and low (<10%) affordable housing

High home ownership and low concentration of minorities and low incorr
groups

“Stabl e

High income, low poverty rate, and high quality schools

communities” | ower % pov
Higher Area Median Income than jurisdiction

Combination of community health, eaamic opportunity and educational
quality

Low concentration of poverty, access to jobs, health care, high performir
schools, retail and public amenities

In a district with proficient schools and a municipalitgtwsufficient jobs

In a community with low incidence of crime, high performing schools anc
outside of a QCT

“Ar eas of -toppoeertyt limibed affgrdable housing, proximity
to employment, strong marketnd high home ownership rate

Low poverty tract (<15%), high income, and high performing schools
Less than 10% poverty

If project won't contribute to concentration of poverty
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