Philadelphia: downtown residential revival

A long time in the making
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As late as 1954: 304,000 manufacturing jobs
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WHEN PHILADELPHIA WAS THE
'WORKSHOP OF THEWORL. 1954

Old manufacturing areas =
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A former manufacturing city steadily lost jobs

Total Employment in Philadelphia: 1880- 2018
Percentage Share of Jobs in Manufacturing Sector
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1970s a period of rapid de-industrialization
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Post WW 2: mass production of housing: Levittown
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Aggressively marketed as alternative to the city
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Significant new supply across the region Job Loss + Redlining + Suburbanization
o5 - ok ot = housing abandonment
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Postwar suburbanization

Even in 1950s strong residential cluster around
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S’gCE‘JTER CITY DISTRICT

500 block of Chestnut Street Early 19th century & Victorian architecture
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Demolished as obsolete

CITY DISTRICT

Relocated to Callowhill Corridor Low density, large lots
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All very symmetrical, but not well used
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Surrounded by institutional, corporate and federal buildings
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Formal urban renewal began at the river : economic gateway to the city
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. ) Working class neighborhoods adjacent to port
Delaware Ave. dominated by trucks & trains Residential decline a bi-product of industrial decline

Exported coal from upstate Pennsylvania
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Ships were unloaded manually, 1962
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Labor intensive industry: Longshoremen
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Packer Marine Terminal
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Labor intensive jobs
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Containerization of cargo:
moves function away from central waterfront
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Mechanization of moving goods and products
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From container ship
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Or trucks; significant reduction in need for labor
Huge gains in efficiency
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Port of Oakland California
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To trains...
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Similar process in San Francisco
Move to Oakland
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West 57" Street, Pier 97 in the 1960s
Move across to New Jersey
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Port Elizabeth/Newark Marine Terminal

New York
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Finger piers become obsolete
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Port Elizabeth/Newark Marine Terminal

1950s: working waterfront was in decline
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Economic base of residential neighborhoods eroded
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Location today
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Ever more congested with cars
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Old Food Distribution Center on Dock Street

Dock St. Market below Walaut, PhHadelp?id, Pa. -
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1908: from ship to shore to local stores
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1950s seriously deteriorated markets
Moved to South Philadelphia
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Food Distribution Center
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Dilworth supervises demolition
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Location today
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OLD PHILADELPHIA
DEVELOPMENT
CORPORATION

§
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I.M. Pei townhouses
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Replaced by new construction to signal change
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Preservation of only colonial & federal architecture
Industrial and Victorian was demolished

Creation of Society Hill
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Distinctive light fixtures & brick pavers
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Three bears park
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567 properties designated for preservation
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Expansion of McCall Public School
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System of greenways
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Small scale places
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1963 boundaries of Center City quite distinct

Outside these boundaries: working class, lower income communities
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Demolition of industrial era train tracks
Creation of modern new Office District

Downtown holds 42% of all city jobs; University City = 11%

8% of city’s land area, holds 53% of city’s jobs

PHILADELPHIA EMPLOYMENT BY AREA
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Proximity to employment gives value to neighborhoods
Gentrification is a by-product of economic transformation
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University City: a parallel process of transformation
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Like large rock in pond, creation 20st century
downtown produced transformational ripple effects
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Renovation began to spread outward in 1970s
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Crosstown expressway
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Typical condemnation letter

SR aA gt 4 memwaTt

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Kubiak:

This is to inform you that your Depoartment of Highways hes decided, on the
basis of comprehensive engineoring and traffic studies, to build o improve the chove
highway, and in so doing finds it necesaary to acquire right of way from the above
property.

In the next few weeks it will be necessary for Department staff appraisers,
local independent real estate beokers retained by the Department of Highways, or both,
to inspect the property so that a praper determination of its volee can be mode.

Please note thal your propesty has pot been condemned, and you are not
required to move from the premises, When your removal is eventually required, you
will be visited by the right of way agent whe will explain your rights to relocation
assistance and moving costs,

o We thank you in advance for the cooperation we are sure you will give
Mo B your Highway D and ite employes throughout the making of this highway
Cor b o o improvement.
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Neighborhood opposition to demolition ~Inter-racial alliances
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Residential continuity to the south

Vine Street discontinuity on the northern side
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Downtown population grew slowly, but steadily 1980s
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An easy walk into the business district
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Philadelphia House Sales in 2013 Q3

Created by Kavin C. Gilen, PhD
gisenkiupenn edu
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Reading Viaduct
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Separated the city from the waterfront
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A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Creating a challenge for waterfront development

1980’s office boom transformed skyline
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Only giants can cross
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1960s & 1970s a new office district
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But a recession & declining federal resources left
A degraded & squalid public environment:

i
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1991: focus on the basics: cleaning

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

ership with the police
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83% feel safe “most of the time” or “always”

PERCEPTION OF SAFETY IN CENTER CITY
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Public safety
Community Service Representatives

* 42 CSR’s
* 4 Supervisors
4 « 7 days per week
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Since 1995 serious crimes cut in half

declined from 18.2 to 9.9/day
Even as population & activity increased downtown

PART 1 CRIMES PER DAY IN THE CENTER CITY DISTRICT, 1993-2017

VIOLENT CRIMES
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Reversing polarity:
Downtown diversified in the 1990s
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Added more amenities

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Largest retail promotion: 2 x year:
Restaurant Week

CENTER CITY DISTRICT

ESTAURANT

SEPTEMBER 23 - OCTOBER 5

—— 3 COURSES | 520 LUNCH'| $35 DINNER® ——
#CCDRW | @PHNILARESTWEEK
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Easy access to 5 hospitals
providing world-renowned medical care
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Continuous growth in fine dining restaurants

Fine Dining Restaurants

400 464
65 in 1992 )

350

300

2000 2005 2010 2017
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Extensive retail, dining, cultural & educational offerings
within walking distance
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It became a more attractive place to live

&f‘.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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1950s &1960s renewal adds Modernist office product 1953: the demolition of Pennsylvania Railroad

S’gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Penn Center

Inventory from 1890s to 1920 becomes outmoded:
For prime office use: New York & Baltimore

South Broad Street inventory: 40% vacant in 1990

g’gCENTEK CITY DISTRICT :‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Minneapolis: migration from B & C to A buildings

S’gCENTEK CITY DISTRICT

_ Older warehouse & industrial buildings
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Cleveland, & Dallas

S’gCENTEK CITY DISTRICT

Dallas & Minneapolis
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Cleveland

St. Louis
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Broadway moves down market, decline, deteriorate

ges.com
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Wall Street: 1995

21 million SF vacant office space
20% commercial vacancy rate
Over-reliance on FIRE sector
Quiet after dark

Commercial Vacancy Rental Rates 1984-1994

=

1984 1985 1986 1987 1988 1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994

Vacancy Rate

Year

——TOTAL VACANCY RATE — TOTAL DIRECT RENTALS |
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Bunker Hill drew commercial life out of old downtown
& towardsﬁthe f[geway
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Bradbury Building
These are the buildings in every city that
get renovated for housing
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1995: empty after 5:00 pm & on weekends
ol T
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The Downtown Alliance
Formed in 1995

Mission: To create and promote a safe, clean, live-work,
totally wired community, which showcases the nation’s
most historic neighborhood and serves as the financial
capital of the world for the 215t century.

Method: Strengthen and Diversify the core commercial sector

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

What this Means for Wall Street - 2010

1996: 4.5 million sf. Vacant Class “C” office space
Within core of business district

* Retained architect &
developer to evaluate
buildings

« Survey to determine best
buildings; floor layout,
window size & exposure

« Detailed economic analysis
of 10 buildings: evaluation
for code compliance, cost-
estimate, pro-formas.
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What this Means for Wall Street - 1995

] Wall Street 3.0
2I¥] A Diversified Lower Manhattan

10 year residential tax abatement
Approved 1997

- Extraordinary costs of
converting from vacant
office or industrial to
residential use

- 10 year abatement on
improvements

« Available city wide

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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. . Case study of one of first conversions:
10 year residential tax abatement . —- ,. e _

Value of improvement abated

Taxes on unimproved value continue to be paid

h"gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Case study of one of first conversions:

Vacant industrial building 10 year residential tax abatement

Vacant building paying $25,651 in RE taxes
Blighting influence for over a decade

$17.2 million spent to create 162 apartments.

Project continued to pay $25,651 in RE taxes on
unimproved value; City forgoes $530,000 in RE taxes
on improvements for 10 years.

« Project created 250 construction jobs & generated
$514,000 in city taxes during construction

« Project created 10 permanent jobs which generate
$16,000 per year in new wage taxes.

Value of improvement abated

. ; ’ Taxes on unimproved value continue to be paid
40% of tenants were new to city & their new spending P P

in town + new wage taxes generate $980,000 per year
in new municipal taxes
2 CENTER CITY DISTRICT &2 CENTER CITY DISTRICT

1997 Residential Preferences Survey 1997 Residential Preferences Survey

Of downtown office workers
Of those who would consider making move to Center City:
* 63% of employees commute 30
minutes or more to work each day
¢ 20% of employees who do not live in
Ty a8 Center City would consider living in
* 79% were between the age . —a X Center City in the future
of 21 to 49 years old -
* 65% held a professional position g - « 82% were attracted by the
* 43% attended graduate ability to walk to work
school or more " i
* 32% had a household

income of $100,000 or more * 74% were aftracted by the

proximity to arts,
entertainment & restaurants

h"gCENTER CITY DISTRICT &:CENTEK CITY DISTRICT




Heavily marketed by developers building at scale

Tha Coimsia

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Great place to raise kids

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Targeted to different audiences

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

“Center

Clean, tranquil & green

Promoting the opportunity

Urban developers not carrying out
development at the scale of suburban

- developers.
&

* Make Your Move to Center
City Ad Campaign

« Placed in newspapers and
magazines in 1997

« Limited run/conversation
with brokers.

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Promoting downtown living

Living in the Center of Everything

« Description of neighborhoods

« List of downtown amenities

« List of neighborhood services
50,000 brochures distributed to real
estate brokers, downtown employees
and students

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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The passage of the 10-year tax abatement in 1997:
triggered significant increase in housing production
Tapped into deeper trends

b 10 YEAR
§ TAX ABATEMENT:, |
] ‘.-L g |
g

S5 CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Built on improved downtown amenities
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Spring 2007: Survey of 62 condo & rental buildings in CCD
500 responses

40%: moved in from outside the city

73% work downtown,
16% work in University City

35% hold jobs in the office sector
20% work in education & health services;
24% listed themselves as “retired.”

50% walk to work
- 28% take public transportation.
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Built on a long tradition of downtown living

2006: Why move to

)

Please rank the following factors in
. your decision to move to this location.

(Ts entromely amporiant, s ool emportant)

Comerience tn shopping/diningentertainmont 154
Neighborhood safisty 181
Pricn of unit wm
Praximity to arts and cultiral mstitetions 130

Proximisy to place of ampioyment 150
BN Buiking satety 152
Aceeess 0 public travsit -]

Access to perks and recreation n
Diversity of naighborhond 247
R Building amenities asd services 245
Proximety to tamily and friands 246
twsilablity of comveniest parking 250
Acceees 1 regional ighwas 5
Living in a historc building e
Living in 3 senwhy consinucted unit 320
Benefits from the 10-year tax sbatsment an

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

1998-2017:
180 buildings converted to residential use

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Expanded in 2000 to include all new construction
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Since 2000 added 23,178 new units of housing

, condo & single family

FIGURE 1: GREATER CENTER CITY HOUSING COMPLETIONS, 2000-2017

CONPLETED HOUSING UNITS APARTMENT  CONDO
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Since 2000, CCD has tracked residential development in Greater Center
City, monitoring print, online &publicly available permit data.

Each year a field survey also conducted to verify &

track the progress of each development

TR

:‘:.".5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Methodology

Track print & online accounts of all residential
construction in Greater Center City throughout the year.

Monitor the issuance of new construction building
permits on-line from the Department of L&I database.

Status of each project is then verified by on-site
surveying for all smaller projects as well as confirmation
from developers for larger projects.

« started construction
« completed construction
- occupancy commenced

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Significant volumes of returning empty nesters
& they have driven up housing prices

S’.?CENTER ITY DISTRICT

Renters are younger
Younger home-buyers are moving outward

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Central Business District is no longer just an office district
56 condo buildings with 4,200 units inside CCD
235 apartment buildings + 4 coops: 17,000 units

L]
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46% of residents in core, ages 20-34
Large cohort of empty nesters

GREATER CENTER CITY POPULATION 3 SRR 45 - s |
AGE DISTRIBUTION 1 AL

CORE  EXTENDED
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Northern Liberties

S'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Passyunk Avenue

S'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Greater Center City: Girard Avenue to Tasker St

— P

S'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Fairmount

3-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Southwest

3-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Broad range of housing types appeal to people at all stages
of their lives, strengthening Center City’s ability to retain residents
long-term as their needs change

3-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Diversity of housing stock

While 77% suburban housing units are single-family, downtown offers
historic or new high-rise apartments, condos, colonial, federal & late 19th
century rowhouses, brownstones & trinities, newly-constructed
townhouses, converted lofts & repurposed office buildings.

FIGURE 16: HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE

MULTIFAMILY (<50 UNITS)
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Use of LEHD tool
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Fastest growing section of the city

25% who moved to PHL between 2000-2017 moved downtown
Appeal of a live-work, play downtown

GREATER CENTER CITY
GO + BN

DEFINING THE RESOENTIAL OVNTOWN:

l?'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Core + Extended = Greater Center City
Average of 42% of employed residents work downtown;
another 12% commute to University City.

- GREATER CENTER CITY
(CORE + EXTENDED)
Definition of residential Center
City is based on growing
national preference for live-
work environments. It includes
the core commercial area, now
intermixed with housing & the
surrounding neighborhoods, vvERSTY

19130 ms

EXTENDED CENTER CITY

Outside Greater Center City an

average of 25% of working

residents commute to jobs

downtown. EXTENDED CENTER CITY

19146 w147
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Greater Center City

Population up 21% since 2000 = 190,000
REATER CENTER CITY POPULATION

popuLaTion GREATER CENTER CITY

50,000

190,416

00,000
173,284
167,812

3 ¥
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Living at 10 times the density of suburban averages

COMPARATIVE POPULATION DENSITY

PEOPLE PER ACRE (POPULATION-WEIGHTED AVERAGE)

EXTENDED PHILADELPHIA PHILADELPHIA METRO
AVERAGE AREA AVERAGE

&5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

CORE
CENTER CITY CENTER CITY
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Density drives restaurants, retail & sidewalk vitality 63% of residents get to work without a car;
e I 39% in core walk to work

FERCENT COMMUTING WITHOUT A CAR

© T GINTER 1T [T FRLAGELA PRLADELIWM
comtia oy Witk

2 CENTER CITY DISTRICT S2 CENTER CITY DISTRICT

75% in core have a BA degree; 50% in extended The highest concentration of educated workers
in city & region:

2 CENTER CITY DISTRICT S2 CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Demographics are a powerful lure
to both retailers & employers

S CENTER CITY DISTRICT S CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Suburban firms are locating downtown
to be near talent & start-ups

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Shrinking household size

Shrinking household size is fueling
demand for apartments. In 1967, only
8% of Americans lived alone; rose to
15% in 2016.

FIGURE 17: HOUSEHOLD TENURE, 2015

RENTER OCCUPIED
Across the city, 55% of those living

alone are renters

CORECENTER CITY

EXTENDED CENTER CTY

REMAINDER OF PHILADELPHIA

Philadelphia average household size
has contracted from 3.0 persons in
1970 to 2.6 in 2015.

45%

For every 100 people, 5 additional
housing units are required today
compared to 1970.

In most neighborhoods of Core
Center City, household size averages
just 1.6 persons per unit.

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Population growth by decade: 1970-2000

Year Percent Change
[Area Neighborhood | 1970 | 1980 | 1990 | 2000 |70-80/80-90/90-00 70-00
Chinatown 1133 1,150 1,403 1362| 2% 22%
East of Broad 430 740 1404 2441 72% 90%
Logan Circle 3974 2,160 2427 2,570 | -46% 12%
Core old City 225 656 2,073 | 2,650 |192% 216%
Rittenhouse / Filer | 15,305 | 16,429 16,089 | 16,609 | 7% -2%
Society Hill 4841 5213 5715 5808 8% 10%
Wash West 9,855 10,223 9,828 10,894 | 4% -4%
West of Broad 7702 6,981 6275 6,877 | 9% -10%
Core B3,465 43,552 45214 49211 0% 4%
Art Museum 18,300 | 15618 14,895 | 15,700 | -15% 5%
Bella Vista 8338 6,137 5784 4,577 |-26% 6%
Northern Liberties 905 359 593 789 | -60% 65%
Extended Area |5 .on village 4503 3986 4436 4396 | -11% 11%
South of South 5053 3,469 3,763 3585 |-31% 8%
Waterfront 400 644
[Extended Area 37,099 | 29,569 29,871 29,691 | 20% 1% -1% (-20%)
enter Ci 80,564 | 73,121 | 75,085 9% 3% 5%

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Profound long-term demographic changes

Distribution of Households with and without Children,
and Single-Person Households, 1960, 2000, and 2030

1960

B Households with Children

M Households without Children Arthur Nelson, Annals

M single-Person Households

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Defining new boundaries for Center City
2002: In depth look at 2000 census

CENTER CITY DEVELOPME
Qn

[ - (e e—— Living:
Expanding the Boundaries of Center City

N U or ot o Cry Dot awe Cowont i AaeL an Do
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Household growth by decade, 1970-2000

Year Percent Change
Area i hood 1970 1980 1990 2000 |70-8080-9090-00 70-00
Chinatown 418 410 397 459 | 2% -3% 16% 109%
East of Broad 283 567 872 801 [100% 54% -8% 183%
Logan Circle 1662 1,264 1,365 1,239 | -24% 8% -9% -25
Core old City 103 373 1,368 1,748 | 263% 267% 28% 1601
Rittenhouse / Fitler [ 9,064 | 10,780 | 10,420 11,088 | 19% -3% 6% 22%
Society Hill 2481 2875 3,401  3,635| 16% 18% 7% 47%
Wash West 6074 6551 6,635  7,052| 8% 1% 6% 16
West of Broad 4835 4921 4570 4889 | 2% 7% 1% 4
[Core 24,921 27,741 29,028 30,911 | 11% 5% 6%
Art Museum 7436 | 8,054 8,264 | 8,887 | 8% 3% 8%
Bella Vista 2,759 | 2,398 2,649 2343 | -13% 10% -12%
Extended Area|Northem Liberties 410 194 336 474 | -53% 73% 41%
Queen Village 1,757 2,008 2,308 | 2487 | 14% 15% 8%
South of South 2,207 1,643 1,816 1,929 | -26% 11% 6%
Waterfront 217 373 72%
[Extended Area 14,568 14,297 | 15,590 16,493 | 2% 9% 6%
[Center City 39,488 | 42,038 | 44,618 47,404 | 6% 6% 6%
Philadelphia 642,145 619,781 603,075 590,071 | -3% 3% -2%

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT




Households downtown were getting smaller:

Smaller, more affluent, better educated
rger extended families replaced by singles & couples

Year Percent Change :
Neighborhood 1970 1980 | 1990 | 2000 |70-80 80-90/90-00 70-00] Smaller households occupying more real estate
Chinatown 25 26| 29 26| 2% 14% -11% 3%
East of Broad 14 13 14 14| 5% 8% 2% Average housaol sz, 2000
Logan Circle 16 14/ 15 16| 9% 6% 3% 0%
Core old City 22 16 14 14| -27% -9% -3% -35% M°"‘g%’"e’y
Rittenhouse / Fitler 16 15 15 15| 7% -1% 0% -8% :
Society Hill 19 18/ 17 16| 6% -7% -5% -17%
Wash West 15 15 14 14] 1% -3% -1% -6% 2}"\),.
West of Broad 15 14 13 -6% -5% 0% - / O
Core 17 16 16 (15]) 7% 1% 2% (‘ﬁ% Chze_ ?ter N8 vl)’(?fé}{@
Art Museum 23 19 17 1 -18% 1% -4% -7 7 ~ Philadelphia
Bella Vista 30 25 22 19|-14% -15% -12% -36% 2.5
Extended Area |NOTthem Liberties 21 19 17 17| 9% -9% -5% -229
Queen Village 25 20/ 19 18/ -22% -3% -8% -30%
South of South 220 21| 20 18] 5% -4% -9% -17% Delaware
Waterfront Py 18 8% 20
Extended Area (24) 21 1.9 (1.7]}15% 9% -7%{-28%)
>0 18 17 Tl 1% -4% 5%

h"gCENTER CITY DISTRICT 3':'.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

FIGURE 5: NEW DEMOGRAPHIC REALITIES
FIGURE 6: GREATER CENTER CITY NEIGHBORHOOD PROFILES
PERCENT AGES 20-34 PERCENT WITH BACHELOR'S OR HIGHER
0% 0%
. . Chinatown/Market Fast 20 12% 5% % 580677 7i% s6%
% Lagan Square 16 i 2% 74 $105.471 5% 1%
0 | — — - E Towciy 17 5% 60% 13% 81% 3124525 57% 28%
o - e —— 2 " pittennouse square 14 ™ % 20% 87 §129853 5% 8%
20% e e o — 2
2 Sociely Hil 19 13% 2% 3% B%  $1640030 57% 2%
20% e — — — - g -
10% -] - ] _— ® Washington Square 17 79 5% 5% 9% 93,297 73% 7%
- " L Weteriont s o s e T wmon B )
TORECENTERCITY_ EXTENGED PHIAOELPHIA  PHIADELPHA CoRECOVTRGT B0m PHLONPNA  PHLAGELPA - Bella Vista 21 16% 9% $109.461 7% 3%
CENTER GITY HTRO CEMTER Gty Wetio {
§Callowhill Poplar 23 250 20% 29% 48,295 4t e
! Fairmount/ Spring Garden 21 18% 3% 15% 59% §90,565 52%
PERCENT COMMUTING WITHOUT A CAR PERCENT OF HOUSEHOLDS WITH CHILDREN z
£ Grasuate Hospital 22 1% % 13% 66% 107,161 3%
o - g ornrny 25 2% 26% 120 525
. - 8 NortherLiberties 20 1% % 7% 2% 1%
%] - ) E essunk Sqvare 25 19% 3 17% % 3% 7%
" Tpennsport 26 24 3% 12% an 7% 25%
0% | _— S S T - | PointBreeze 24 19% 3% 17% 31% 0% %
e - L Queen Village 21 18% 36% 14% 0% 25%
0% -] — — —— e -
% e — — — -
% o
TORECENTERCITY_ EXTENDED PHLAGELPHA  PHILAOELPHA CORECOMTER I EXTANOED PHLADEPHA  PHILIOELPIA
CENERCITY Wtk GENTERITY MR

Rittenhouse Square: highest rents in Center City

Growth beyond Center City driven in part by SEPTA

FIGURE 10: 2017 RENTS PER SQUARE FOOT BY NEIGHBORHOOD
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10,704 units affordable ing in & adjacent to Center City

FIGURE 20: AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN AND AROUND
GREATER CENTER CITY

L EAEATER CENTER LITY
DEVELOPMERT INERVEW

INTCONE =1 5 o 6oz @25 f0 @si-1m

&g CENTER CITY DISTRICT

How the world has changed
1990-1999, 5,072 housing units permitted in all Philadelphia
> 3% of 177,469 total permits issued in Philadelphia region

FIGURE 15: PERMITS BY TYPE, PHILADELPHIA METROPOLITAN AREA (CITY V. SUBURBS)

PEAMITTED HOUSING UNITS SINGLE FAMILY;
20,000

25,000
15,000
10000

1990 1995 0 205 w0 )

S2 CENTERCHPY TISTRICT:

Between 2010 and 2017,

Philadelphia’s regional share of housing permits rises to 25%
55% of units are in Greater Center City

1GURE 15: PERMITS BY TYPE, PHILADELPHIA METROPOLITAN AREA (CITY V.. SUBURBS)

bermiTTeD sousinG uniTs SINGLE FAMILY-SUBURBS
. ==H0000N
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S2 CENTERCHPY TISTRICT:

Publicly assisted

FIGURE 20: AFFORDABLE HOUSING IN AND AROUND
GREATER CENTER CITY

Publicly-owned h ng (1930s)
i Hope 6

Publicly subsidized
privately or non-profit owned

long-term vouchers (1/3 of income)
annual vouchers

Privately owned (set-asides)
Voluntary
Mandatory

WNTCONE =15 o6- @20 50 @si-i0

g':'.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

In 2000 abatement expands to all types of construction

Building permits increase to 10% of regional total.
Employment stabilizes, population growth for first time in decades

FIGURE 15: PERMITS BY TYPE, PHILADELPHIA METROPOLITAN AREA (CITY V. SUBURBS)
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But a large portion of the percentage increase

Comes from dramatic slowing of suburban growth

FIGURE 15: PERMITS BY TYPE, PHILADELPHIA METROPOLITAN AREA (CITY V. SUBURBS)
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Lots of concern about what’s being “given away”
at front end of the development process

Putting this in national perspective

62" in housing production among 100 largest counties
Growth is strong, but pales in comparison with other cities

FIGURE 16: TOP COUNTIES BY NUMBER OF UNITS PERMITTED, 201010 2017
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g'g(IENTER CITY DISTRICT

What is the value of construction jobs
related taxes & economic impacts

!

Proposals to phase out tax abatement;
add 1% construction tax (fund affordable housing) &

8-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Case study of one of first conversions:
Vacant industrial building

Vacant building paying $25,651 in RE taxes
Blighting influence for over a decade

$17.2 million spent to create 162 apartments.
Project continued to pay $25,651 in RE taxes on
unimproved value; City forgoes $530,000 in RE taxes

on improvements for 10 years.

« Project created 250 construction jobs & generated

$514,000 in city taxes during construction
« Project created 10 permanent jobs which generate

$16,000 per year in new wage taxes.

40% of tenants were new to city & their new spending
in town + new wage taxes generate $980,000 per year

in new municipal taxes

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT 3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT




60.2% Municipal tax revenue from wage & business taxes
18.5% comes from Real Estate tax

FY18 GENERAL FUND: LOCAL TAX REVENUES 45% of RE tax goes to City;
55% to schools

WAGE & EARINGS
18.5%  REAL PROPERTY

15.7% | BUSINESS INCOME
AND RECEIFTS

REAL PROPERTY TRANSFER

6.1%

PHILADELPHLA BEVERAGE TAX

NET PROFITS 18.5% PHL from RE TAX
92% Boston
42% NYC

OTHER 32% Washington DC

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

$48 million new revenue to school district

$40 million to the : Numbers steadily rising

Because of investments
made 10 years ago
- TAX TO CITY M

FIGURE 24: PROPERTY TAX LIABILITY OF FORMERLY ABATED PROPERTY

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Align the market & low income housing needs
Pledge the

As an allocation for rent subsidies in City budget

& that number will continue to arow

IGURE 24: PROPERTY TAX LIABILITY OF FORMERLY ABATED PROPERTY

=y TAXTOCITY $M

E R R W W

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Little attention paid to the back-end
In last two years 4,749 units came off of abatement

2,902 returning to tax rolls this year

FIGURE 23: NUMBER OF PROPERTIES COMING OFF ABATEMENT, BY YEAR
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Continuing significant growth downtown

5,150 units in construction: delivered in next 2 years
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How sustainable is this?

g':'.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Some over-building causing rents to moderate

FIGURE 7: RENTS PER SQUARE FOOT, 2011-2017
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FIGURE 9: PERCENT CHANGE IN RENT BY NEIGHBORHOOD, 2016-2017
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Housing appreciating at 11%/year

GREATER CENTER CITY PERCENT CHANGE IN HOUSE PRICES, 2000-2017
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Rents are moderating slightly due to oversupply

FIGURE 8: RENTS PER SQUARE FOOT BY ZIP CODE, 2011-2017

19102 $2.18 $226 $230 $234 $238 $236
19103 $2.16 $222 $228 $2.30 $230 4 $234
19106 3193 3198 3198 $1.99 $201 $20 $206
19107 3183 190 $192 3190 $193 $198 $1.96

EXTENDED NORTH

$1.31 §13¢ $139 3141 $1.49 $151 $150
19130 $1.48 $1.49 $155 5157 $1.60 $166 $1.66
19146 5103 §1.03 $105 5112 $122

19147 §1.26 §1.30 $133 $135 $1.43

&f‘.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Ownership: prices rising; days on market falling

FIGURE 12: DAYS ON MARKET AND AVERAGE SALE PRICE
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How sustainable: Demographics?? Millennials in Philadelphia
FIGURE 23: PHILADELPHIA AGE DISTRIBUTION
This age cohort nationally
- is currently tending to live
o alone, marry later, have
smaller families and delay
15 homeownership.
100 They constitute a major
source of demand for
50 Center City’s surging rental
supply.
o
gléiiiiéigﬁiiiiigé But the millennial peak is
particularly pronounced in
(‘f;‘,"[“}nﬁ,f&',,‘,'}ﬂ}“" POPULATION PERCENT OF TOTAL Philadelphia & the drop-off
282,95 8% behind them is more
2% dramatic than in the nation
18% or surrounding region
18%

&f‘.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Nation & region

FIGURE 22: PHILADELPHIA METRO AREA
AGE DISTRIBUTION

FIGURE 21: USA AGE DISTRIBUTION f——
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z?'gCENTER ( DISTRICT

18 year-old college freshman

FIGURE 24: AGE DISTRIBUTION OF IN-MOVERS TO PHILADELPHIA
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g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Pew January 2014 survey

50% of millennials did not expect to be living
in Philadelphia in five or 10 years.

=]
Job/career 38%
Schools/child upbringing 29%
Crime/safety/drugs 2%
City going downhill 15%
Family/friends/personal reasons 14%
Prefer suburban lifestyle 10%
Government/politics 9%

&g CENTER ( DISTRICT

Millennial peak

COMPARATIVE AGE DISTRIBUTION

FERCENT OF POPULATON. GREATER CENTER CITY ~ PHILADELPHIA ~ MSA

WS S8 Wh BW o 2d B8 DA BY Gd GE R BN G4 &8 BE BB ne B
LT

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Colleges & universities have long attracted
18-24 year olds to Philadelphia
. L N, —

iy 3 R

Ages 18-24

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Population positive in only few age cohorts (18-29)
At age 30 we turn population negative

ATION  OUT-MIGRATION =
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Philadelphia is slow growth city on the rebound

TOTAL WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT 15702017
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Other east coast cities have rebounded much faster

Boston + 24%
TOTAL WAGE & SALARY W= NYC +14%

190 DL UL TON NEWYORKCITY PHILADELPH DETROIT

<N A= _/;.
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Childbirth in Center City

BIRTHS T0 GREATER CENTER CITY PARENTS,
2000-2017

2500

2000

1.750

1,500

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 208 7009 2018 201 2012 2013 2016 2015 2016 2017

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

2003: Can Center City’s public schools
be more neighborhood oriented?

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

In today’s Center City, if you don’t trip over a
sidewalk café you’ll get r

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

2004 Launched a new effort
in partnership with Jim Nevels & Paul Vallas:
www.CenterCitySchools.com

I'he yur backyard.

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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2004 effort: listed all types of schools:
Funding William Penn Foundation & Commonwealth

Welcome to your child’s new classroom.

You've got a front-row seat.

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

In 2005 & 2006 hosted very successful school fairs

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Strong parent involvement in Center City schools
Many cities don’t have the infrastructure

Map Results

AN

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Built 13 individual school websites:
Virtual “front door” for public schools
District sought to grow market share downtown

5

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Expanded schools website to serve these families

O_q Kids in Center City
B Newsletter :

Please help us support THE GREAT SPROUT TUCK-IN by bringing new
bedtime books and cozv paiamas for children in need.
S3 CENTER CITY DISTRICT

75% of children living in Greater Center City
Attend one of 19 elementary public schools between Girard & Tasker:
Enroliment up by 9% since 2010

PHILADELPHIA K-12 EDUCATION ENROLLMENT
GREATER CENTER CITY PHILADELPHIA

75% | puaLC
i
25% | PRIATE

80% | paLe
20% | pwTe
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Population growth driven our focus on parks

Children are filling up our parks
e %‘ill!,

l?'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Uncertainty about upper grades makes retention a challenge

l ' ' Births to Center City parents, as a
;- percent of citywide births, have been
i ‘ y %, || growing since 2000 & accounted for
e ] 11% of all citywide births in 2015.

.. e __; In most areas of city, number of school-
a age children (5 -18) closely tracks
= number of births in prior 17 years.

But most recent ACS data for Greater
Center City for 2011-2015 show that
while there were 11,039 births to Center
City parents in that five-year period,
only 8,386 children under age 6 remain,
M suggesting a 24% departure rate by the
‘\ time young children reach school age.

Elsewhere in city, the difference

between births & school-age children is
less than 3%.

l?'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Density, walkability & convenient access to restaurants,
retail, culture & medical care are appealing to all ages
i | b _'! % | Y

l?'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

As quickly as we can build them

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Center City enjoys significant competitive advantages that
align well with changing national lifestyle
& employment preferences.

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Greater Center City has more of what more people want.

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT




& uncertainties surrounding public school funding tend to
limit our ability to maximize these competitive strengths.

S’gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Poverty: a ce

al challenge in Philadelphia Disparities in education levels

EDUCATIONAL ATTAINMENT, FOPULATION
25 AND OVER, 2018

SR 9, T
. ’_éu;!,’ i B

@ SOME COLLESE

PERCENT OF POVERTY
| ! ¢ @ BACHELOR'S DEGREE

@ WWCENERE 26, Citywide with BA
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Challenges in these Districts: Deteriorated housing,

Shapes the politics of the cit
P P o Playgrounds in need of substantial reinvestment

The needs in our neighborhoods are great

FIGURE 3: POVERTY BY COUNCIL DISTRICT COUNCIL DISTRICT POVERTY RATE  DEEP POVERTY RATE
1st District 22% 10%
Ouside Grester Center Ciy 25% 1%
10 Inside Greater Center Ciy % %
2nd District 23% 9%
Outside Grester Center Ciy 2% 0%
Inside Greater Center City 13% 7%
3rd District 39% I 21%
4th District 23 13%
5th District 36% 18%
Qutside Greater Center City m 22%
Inside Greater Center City 7% %
GREATER 6th District 18% 8%
CENTER CTY 7th Disrict 5 19%
oth Disrit 2% 125
sth Disrict 2% %

0 Distrct / .

N E-
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Opioid addiction & encampments in neighborhoods

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

In the search for funding they look out the windows
& see luxury condos in Center City
With 10 w[alar abatements

"

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Journalists repeatedly invoking Charles Dickens

A Tale of
Two Cities |

by Charles Dickens

1|__). /l s
“Allls Book
_On Grc-llwl&u_!! k
S CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Unemployment rate in North Central Philadelphia
3.4 times higher than in Center Cit

PHILADELPHIA NEIGHBORHOOD UNEMPLOYMENT RATES, 2017

CENTRAL NORTH 9.9%
LOWERICENTRAL NORTHEAST 841
UPPER NORTH 8.3%
PHILADELPHIA AVERAGE
WESTIWEST PARK 611
'WEST/SOUTHWEST 6.0%
naionaL verace [
NORTHWEST b4
PHILA MSA' 427
SouTH L1
picn supurean veeece NN 3 5
FARNORTHEAST 3.1
CENTER CTY

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Federal government cutting back on social safety net

& funds for affordable housing & Democratic left calling
for much higher federal tax rates to fund redistribution
i

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Revenue source for housing subsidies; social safety net

Top Income Tax Rates 1900-2015

Across the country, this has led to city legislation that

seeks to carry out redistribution at the local level

100% T
E 0% ) An Anslysie of Tux Abaserments in

0% e i SRE . ISR e
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&
& 0% |
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i of e Conmolr Gy of Frikadetia -
In the U.S., the top marginal income tax rate {applying to the highest incomes) dropped from i e
T0% in 1960 to 28% in 1988,

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Nationally, since 2009 we’ve been living through Since 2009, Philadelphia has been growing
an urban led economic recovery at only 1.4%/ year
PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017 PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017
mu‘.':iEEE —— " 4mmmm National economy "":EE [ ‘ 4mmmm National economy +1.7% /year
m:m: p +1.7% per year "J.T.: |
mﬂz:::::g I :l‘” m:nmxg I ::1‘ )

im0 5 e om0 IS 2 5 s
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What San Francisco can support with 3.6% growth rate As a start: reject the analogy of two cities

Because it leads to misguided cures

Is very different from what PHL’s 1.4% rate might support
One size does not fit all: Create market sensitive alternatives
PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017

i : xn”_\+3.6%/year
Two Cities |

e i' by Charles Dickens

i o Philadelphia 1.4%/year

A &/
Vl Book 16f3
: G:t:.al-uq\_;‘hiulhml--‘.r.nm
£3 CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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This is NOT a tale of two cities; it’s a tale of one city that’s not

growing fast enough to address locally problems we inherit
At a time when we can not look to higher levels of government

P
s

same

s
o
e
s

PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017

SINCE THE RECESSION,
PHILADELPHIA'S RATE
OF GROWTH HAS BEEN
SLOWER THAN 23 OTHER
MAJOR CITIES

Philadelphia is slow growth city that still has
24% fewer jobs than in 1970

TOTAL WAGE AND SALARY EMPLOYMENT 15702017
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( DISTRICT

90% of developed land downtown occupied by
offices, hospitals, hotels, colleges & retail shops

S CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Poverty is a not a biblical plague,

it’s by-product of slow growth

PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS, AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE 20092017 VS. 2016 POVERTY RATE
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Distinguish between Residential Center City (10-12% of city population
& Business Center City = 43% of all city jobs

63% jobs in these buildings require less than college degree

33% require only a high school diploma
SEPTA makes them accessible to neighborhood residents

PERCENT OF JOBS BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION, WORKERS 30 AND OLDER

HIGH SCHOOL OR LESS SOME COLLEGE/ASSOCIATE BACHELOR’S DEGREE OR MORE

GREATER CENTER CITY

m n

0% 2% 0% 0 80% 100

PHILADELPHA

METRO AREA

s B, ol Fdo s Mo Dy avic, 015
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25% of residents from every city neighborhood

NUMBER OF NEIGHBORHOOD AND REGIONAL RESIDENTS

WHO WORK DOWNTOWN
27.800
2400 by WHERE DOWNTOWN WORKERS LIVE
i
s 5800 X 11.1% | GREATER CENTER alIY
P ! - & 1A% | ELSEWHERE N

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Work downtown; 52.5 % of jobs held by city residents

[
| PHILADELPHIA
| OUISIDE PHILADELPHIA
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WORRESS i Subusan
BELANAREMARTLA0.

We need more growth downtown & citywide

to offset industrial decline

Not a tale of two cities, but of one city with insufficient jobs
= e e E

-

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Definition: Gentrification

* 2000 median household income
below 80% of regional median
=$53,992

» median income had to rise

at least 10% inflation adjusted
between 2000 ad 2014, when City
had median declined by 10%

« And had to exceed citywide
median of $37,460
=15 tracts

By contrast 164 tracts experienced
Significant decline

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT

We need more growth downtown & citywide
to offset industrial decline
Not a tale of two cities, but of one city with insufficient jobs

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Gentrification: 15 out of 372 neighborhoods

B

Philadelphia’s Changing
MNeighborhoods
}Gentrification and other shifts since 2000

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Many portions North, West & Northeast Philadelphia

are still following old patterns of

URE 19: PHILADELPHIA POPULATION CHANGE, 2000-2016

Despite success downtown,
since 2010, 62,000 more residents
of city neighborhoods left for

homes in suburbs than moved in.
In both black & white

neighborhoods outside downtown

higher income people are moving
VWIM"M[NAHEEMM:% out of the city

Local births & immigration kept us
' population positive

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT




Movement within the region

Majority moved within the city

WHITE
Lessthan$40k | $40,000t0$124,999 | $125,0008& Greater Total
Movedto
Philadelphia 8,503 15,833 5,678 30,014
Moved from
Philadelphia ,516 15,138 9,261 29,915
Moved within
Philadelphia 14,322 22,194 75 44,077
Total 28,341 53,165 22,500 104,006
BLACK
{$40,000t0 $124,999 $125,000and Greater |  Total
Movedto Philadelphia 4,993 5,748 888 11,629
iph 7:.002 6,205 1,652 14,859
Movedwithin Philadelphia 31,680 16,854 2,122 50,656
Total 43,675 28,807 4,662 77144

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

81% of households that left Philadelphia 2010-2016

do not have children

FIGURE 19: PHILADELPHIA POPULATION CHANGE, 2000-2016

POPULATION CHANGE 2000-2016
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work downtown

40%+ reverse commuting to suburbs

'WHERE CITY RESIDENTS COMMUTE T0 WORK

= Philadelphia’s wage tax
T o is structured so that
L, e r— g regardless of where a
U N ' BEE gty resident works,
their employer is
obligated to withhold
the full city wage tax.

ey ENPLOYEDIN
oo RGN

s
el

GREAER GATE Y

wagy (B Thus, the commute to
the suburbs carries

2 8 * with it an incentive to

A D move to the suburbs.

3% raise

Ao'gCENTER CITY DISPRICFT

Movement within the region

ASIAN
Lessthan$40k |$40,000t0 $124,999 | $125,000andGreater |  Total
Movedto Philadelphia 3,214 3,074 1,665 | 7,953
Moved from Philadelphia 1,289 2,039 1,660 | 4,988
4357 2,279 7 7558
Total 8,845 7392 4,262 20,499

HISPANIC

Lessthan $40k 1$40,000t0 $124,999 1$125,000 and Greater Total
MovedtoPhiladelphia 4701 846 fo.as7
‘Moved from Philadelphia 3,144 3,926 841 7911
iph 7323 944 3,612
Total 23,399 15,950 5,631 1,980

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT

People follow jobs:

Outside Center City 211,000 Phila residents (40% of workforce)

[ each day
> 300 e Gy

#1"By contrast
only 15.3%
of NYC
residents

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Wage tax in a regional setting
3.9% compared to 0-1%
NJ residents get credit against state tax

PA Muni. Tax Rate
Non-Residentis! (2017)

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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A Aruabysts of Tax Abaerments in Phladeiphia

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

High value abated properties

concentrated in Greater Center City

Number of Properties
Only Properties With Abatements > $700K

Rittenhouse: I
Washington Square: I
243 Logen Square I
Horth Central I
z78 o Ciy Il
Harthern Livertes I
=19 spring Gargen I
Graduate Hospital ||
Viest Povelton |
Balla vista
3 Martua |
' Callow il |
Uneversity Ciy |
x2 Fsatomn |
Francisule |
=1 Soclety il |
Gueen Vilage: |
=0 Mount Airy West |
Wiest Poplar |
Hanthome |
0 100 m m am
Number of Properties

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Market realities
Numbers don’t work in 70% of Zip codes in city

I With abatement value
Without abatement value

Profitable

Net profilable

Abatement makes numbers work in 4 more zip codes
What then is the impact of tapering down abatement?

g'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Abated properties concentrated in

Greater Center City

All Currently Abated Properties
Top 20 Neighborhoods
Gradlatte Hospial

Rittenh ouse: I
21,423 Northern Liberties. I
Point Eraeze: I
Fishtown. I
20 ot —
2118 Fracisle. I
i City I
Logan Square: I
213 Havithorme: I
Queen ilkage: I
=123 Resborough I
I

21
=0

500 =0 1000 1250
Number of Properties

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Tax-Abated Properties in Philadelphia

Croated by Kven ©_ Gilben, PHO
ghenk Guoerm sy

Beneficiaries citywide:
Public housing ownership
program largest single
benefitting developer

8-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTR

Focus on the core problem
Economics of housing
Development Economics:

Single Family Home

ol U rkd 3 Lypial 1ow

b btk

Sales Price: $105 per sgft
Minus
Land Cost: §5 per sqft
Construction cost: $167 per sqft
$67 per sgfi loss

The development economics of a typical single family home in Philadelphia.

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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We have a huge affordability challenge

Focus on the core problem
Especially at lower income levels:

Economics of housing

109,361 renter households making less than $35,000/year
are paying a disproportionate share of income on housing
FIGURE 21: COST BURDEN AT VARYING HOUSEHOLD INCOME LEVELS

New construction & rehabilitation costs in excess of what
many residents can afford to pay in rent or mortgage
payments; assuming 30% of income for housing costs

« Construction subsidies — CDBG
« Rent subsidies — Housing vouchers

10 year abatement reduces carrying costs for owners
but not by enough to impact affordability for lower

income households

» Housing is treated as a market commodity, not a social
right; public programs then try to compensate

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Yes, the private sector can help in negotiating But high housing costs are not the central problem.
With the building trades to lower construction costs We have the most affordable urban housing in Northeast

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT

@ Home Const ruction
Cost per Sqft
3200 o BT
161 5154 $167 163
$R0 s s s TE2 12 S S New York $1.90 $5.32 181%
sig
$100 Boston $2.55 $3.69 45%
50 Washington DC $2.27 $3.07 35%
50 Philadelphia $0.98 $2.18 123%
EEFYogY gL rrrEIIry T
Ef i seFrdyfadiifrit Baltimore $1.13 $1.20 6%
g8 2 3 55 g b3g g g ¥y 87 B35 L -
AREE IR EE ERE BT A
P F3 § 3 K H ‘EED ré)sl\l;\ttmns l;l}ev[ ‘dwh- I\1|déuwné\47r||h;aléa‘|;,§ni(cn;Cer(v:t‘rijlb\ﬁ/’a‘shrqt:n Source: Zillow
- bd Jowntown, hiladelphia - Core Center City, Baltimore - enter
Average home constriction cost per sqft in various U.S. cities.
Central challenge is low incomes need to be raised
Lea . TTY DS
&g CENTER CITY DISTRICT

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

The way to raise incomes is to grow jobs

We need to set our sights on just getting to be average

If post Recession we had same growth rate as 26 city average

Quality schools are essential to this task
Going from 1.4% - 2.3% growth rate

But only 27% of CIty households have school age children

l?': CENTER CITY DISTRICT

E’ECENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Philadelphia would have added 45,400 more jobs (one Amazon)
in the last 8 years on top of existing 55,100

= 100,500 new job opportunities.

PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017

Y DISTRICT

ge of Incomplete Revival

A 1 VRS Lol CASWTH 8 PRAY ASH A8 LAY L 0

gg T
PHILADELPHIA: i
AN INCOMPLETE REVWA_!

S’gCE‘JTER CITY DISTRICT

The renewal of Center City & University City
not big enough to offset citywide industrial decline
Not a tale of two cit[e but of one city with insufficient jobs

L 4 el S i g
5 > ‘ﬁ!

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Fast & slow growth cities

PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017

2w
s 191
wnso 18
s 1#
oo I S 17
m

o E
puvaepns I —
e 18

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT



City of
Houston:
1.9 million
people

Seattle + fast growth

S’gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Boston + strong growth

i

S’gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

1.9 million
people

Manhattan: ||

Vancouver + fast immigration

:‘:.".5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Sprawl cities + strong growth

Since 2000

But, dospite shower
growth in size, the city's
Bopulation Continugs 10
w1 2042, more than
2.1 million people called
Houston home

S CENTER CITY DISTRICT

In between: Chicago + slow growth

S CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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With many declining neighborhoods
ortright; Filtering: Build more market rate downtown

¥ B in &

g':'.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Achieving affordability More supply downtown takes pressure off
surrounding neighborhoods;
San Francisco (Filtering)

Eevidential and
Commarcial Permity
20100 2016

o sapiare e

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT

Achieving affordability Protections for lower income homeowners

« Longtime Owner-Occupants Program. Established in 2014, If a home's value increases by over 300 percent during the
course of a single tax year, the owner cannot be taxed on the value above that 300 percent mark. For example, if a home's
value shoots up from $100,000 to $340,000, the homeowner won't have to pay on the $:

H H Pay
.
Protections for lower income homeowners income, there are different tiers of payment: 10 percent, 8 percent, 5 percent and, thanks to a reform enacted by the city thi
year, nothing at all. The non-payment agreement is availabi holds of four earing less than $12,000,
for seniors and the permanently disabled. At the end of the payment plan, interest on the amount owed is waived.

ner-occupants in Philadelphia, regardiess of age, location, or income.
d value of a house for local real estate tax purposes. If a home is worth
150,000, the owner pays local property taxes on just $110,000

Low-Income Senior Citizen Tax Freeze. Program allows the city to freeze property-tax bill of homeowners over the age of 65
s a /as 65 or older). Whatever amount they have been paying, they will continue to
ho eam below $23,500 a

Real Estate Tax Deferral. This program allows an eligible homeowner to put off paying any year-over-year property-ta
increase of 15 percent or more unti the house is sold. That deferred payment becomes a lien on the house that inc:
interest rate of 2 percent

Property Tax/Rent Rebate Program. This , paid for by the Pennsylvania Lottery, offers tiered
relief to those 65 & older, people 50 and older v eligible spouses have died, and those with disabilities who are
There are four income tiers, the highest being a $250 rebate for those making between $18,001 and $35,000. The lowest is for
those eaming below $8,000 a year, who can get back $650.For renters, there are only two i who earn less than
$8,000 get $650 back; those who eam between $8,

A"ECENTER CITY DISTRICT 3-:'.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT




Housing New York
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing

Growing at 2.6% annually, significantly above
national rate of 1.7%

PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017
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New housing units have not kept pace with population growth since
the end of the recession

8,500.000 Population v. Housing Growth in NYC, 2009-2014 3.450.000
sesosmn semame
-
-
3300000 8
§ H
8,200,000 2
i s2s0m0 §
H
-
sz
P
- T s
sss0s00 -
P R T E e a——

Percentage Change, 2009 - 2014

Housing Units  Population

- Supply has not kept pace with demand,
coniributing to an increase in rent

« The Mayor's housing plan calls for the creation Bronx 2.05% 450%
or preservation of 200,000 units of affordable :’:“’W" 35;“_: z—?j:

N nhattan : X
housing by 2024 B e et
Staten Island 1.14% 135%
Total, NYC 1.96% 442%

‘Source: Population Estimates Program

I —— e ]

New York City is 14% above 1970 job levels

Boston + 24%

TOTAL WAGE & SALARY W= NYC +14%
et DETROIT
.

- g

- e

%
2
o
ar
um
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People are voting with their feet. Since 2006, the population has
increased at a rate of over 5,000 per month...

NYC Paopulation, 2000-2014

8,600,000
8500000
8400000
8300000
8,200,000
8,100,000
8,000,000
7,800,000

7,800,000

7700000

2000 2001 2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2008 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014

fsource: 5. Census Bureau, Fopuianon Esumates Program

Housing New York
Mandatory Inclusionary Housing
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Housing New York
A Five-Borough, Ten-Year Plan

Housing New York is a comprehensive plan to build
and preserve 200,000 units of high-quality affordable
housing over the next decade. The Plan will create
opportunities for New Yorkers with a range of incomes,
from the very lowest to those in the middle class, and
will foster vibrant and diverse neighborhoods.

h"gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Philadelphia draft plan released on Wednesday
Zoning bonuses for affordability

h"gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Single family houses at the edge
Houston is affordable and fast growing

City of Houston i

L

PLANAING &
DEYILOFMINT
| DapaTHENT

h"gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Proposed Requirements Would Be The Most Rigorous of Any Major
U.S. City

For each rezoning, the City
Planning Commission and City
Council can apply:

Option 1: 25 percent of housing at - Security
an average of 60% AMI 0%  $31080 ooy $775
Option 2: 30 percent of housing at
an average of 80% AMI 60% $46,620 Paramedic $1,150
Plus, in limited emerging or mid- School bus
market areas, an additional option 80%  $62,150 driver+home  $1,550
may be added: health aide

jon: 30 percent at Teacher +
an average of 120% AU (without 100% S$77,700  retai $1,950
direct subsidy) Sl person
Not available in Manhattan CDs 1- [
8 120% $93240 R $2,350

* For a household of three people

Achieving affordability

 Sprawl (anti-density) Tory Gattis

&:CENTEK CITY DISTRICT

Achieving affordability

* Providing access to jobs; not housing

&:CENTEK CITY DISTRICT




Access to jobs: 50% of neighborhood residents
Can commute to Center City in 30 minutes or less

- ¢ GRS 7. COMMTTING
R TR A LA,
X, - T

no'gCENTER ITY DISTRICT

Despite the focus on condos & apartments
in residential downtown

CITY DISTRICT

A place that holds 42% of all jobs in Philadelphia

PHILADELPHIA EMPLOYMENT BY AREA

FRNORTHEAST
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HAA e
SEAIONY NER NORTHEAST
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6%
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OF ALL JOBS IN PHILADELPHIA ARE LOCATED AT
THE CENTER OF THE REGION'S TRANSIT SYSTEM.

SouTHNEST

PHIAOELPHA s

o PHIAOELPAA
&

S'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

But 40% of neighborhood workers
each day

| 33rdang CAUPHIN L Goe

*1"By contrast

) ‘ only 15.3%
... |of NYC
- residents

commute to
suburbs

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

90% of developed land downtown occupied by
offices, hospitals, hotels, colleges & retail shops
Business downtown = 307,000_ jobs

S CENTER CITY DIS

63% downtown jobs require less than college degree

33% require only a high school diploma
SEPTA makes them accessible to neighborhood residents

PERCENT OF JOBS BY LEVEL OF EDUCATION, WORKERS 30 AND OLDER

HIGH SCHOOL OR LESS SOME COLLEGE/ASSOCIATE BACHELOR’S DEGREE OR MORE

GREATER CENTER CITY

PHILADELPHA

METRO AREA

S3 CENTER CITY DISTRIES
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25% of residents from every city neighborhood
Work downtown; 52.5 % of jobs held by city residents

oK ooy, ) AND REGIONAL RESIDENTS. N ot @ tale of downtown vs. neighborhoods
Downtown as the workplace
for neighborhood residents
21.800
29400 ks WHERE DOWNTOWN WORKERS LIVE
WORRS
::.,"E::.‘:: 25,600 B 11.1% | GREATER CENTER CIIY
] WORRES e L1.4% :ELSEWNEREN
o . | PHILADELPHIA
A | OUISIDE PHILADELPHIA
M“‘“.
—— RS 0N 52 50/
085 SN 151 . (1]
4 33.200 IVE IN PHILADELPHIA
bt
LE) e
ot fn s
frrrierir

S’gCE‘JTER CITY DISTRICT

Houston: Trends in a totally different environment

Grow more jobs at center of transit system

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Houston : 1873

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT



S‘gCE‘J’I‘ER CITY DISTRICT

S‘gCE‘J’I‘ER CITY DISTRICT

S‘gCE‘J’I‘ER CITY DISTRICT

Today: no legacy transit system from pre-auto era

st e,
&g CENTER CITY DISTRICT

1950s

By the end of the decade,
Houston was 350 square
miles with nearly 1 million
residents.

z‘:.".‘,’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Since 2000

But, despite ol

growth in size, the city's
population continues 1o
o, In 2012, more than
2.1 million people called

z‘:.".‘,’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Central Houston: area within & immediately

adjacent to the highway loop
& tH
o ol
Sy ]
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o | ] ",‘",',:‘ © [5i] @ ﬁ Cloverieal ]
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S'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Downtown Houston: 156,000 jobs

no'gCENTER ITY DISTRICT

Uptown: 49,000 jobs

S'gCENTE ITY DISTRICT

Three major employment nodes
Dontown Uptown & Texas Medical Center

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

The Texas medical center: 87,000

:?-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Harris County:1300 Sq miles

Harris Co

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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PHL more compact than Houston: 135 sq miles/676
The last time we annexed anything was 1854

Study Area Boundary mmmm

S'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

2.2% growth rate since 2009
4 of top 16 cities
PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017

WSVILE 37
‘SN FRANCISCO a6
SAN JOSE. kX4
o 291
i
NEW YORK CITY 26
LA 251
SEATE 248
PHOEND! 241
JACKSONVILLE 240
i
COLUMBYS wn

22t

Highway rings

Harris Co

3-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Boom ket

HOUSTON MSA EMPLOYMENT
20027017

JMONTH CHARGE 0]

MOPFARM PATROLL IMPLOYMENT DO

—— o T o
WJMONTH CHINGE 088

Enuree: Tawss Worndores Commission

3-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Houston: a city without a zoning code
Changed Streetscapes

3-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Corporate office park: underground tunnels & sky-bridges

Sl ]

S’gCE‘JTER CITY DISTRICT

Coordinated by HDMD

+ METRO LRT basic
construction

+ TIRZ funded upgrades

* CHI led public square
initiative

* TOD office building

+ METRO office building
and transit center

*+ HDMD maintenance

S’gCE‘JTER CITY DISTRICT

Diversifying land use downtowns

S’gCE‘JTER CITY DISTRICT

Central Hoo

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Performing Arts Center

:‘:.’-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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Downtown sports facilites

S'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Emphasize placemaking; downtown amenities
AT T e - ]

Eafoy

Discovery Green 2008

ontinue improvements to the public realm

Discovery Green

Places for families with children

.-.-"".- |E§

£5 CENTER CITY DISTRICT




Discovery Green | Development Impact

=175 acres
® =2.1 miles...as crow flies

=Green bayou drainage way with
trails built in 1960s

3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Buffalo Bayou Park

Inside City

million

Bond voted on 11/6/2012

million

Pledged to be privately raised  $105

BID and TIF District focused on housing Houston

Dawntown Living Initiative Chapter 380 Program
Design Guidelines

The Toolkit

B STREET CLARSRICATON

S’.?CENTER CITY DISTRICT 3-.5.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT



Apgiication and Agreement Prooess

Project application wil be reviewsd by HOMD ared will be datermined eligible for the Program besed on the project’s
abality 1y e U Guaidilingss. Agrismmin arfially irs U orm OF U ATLa0h S phé agreement [Exibi G,
Exampie Agreemant) wil be drafted and approved by the City of Houston's Chief Developmant Officer and the HOMD
Boaind, Gémarally Ehis prooiss wil rguing S s Or Kes From initial mguiry fy i applcant. Ary apnrived agemement
shall teminate if project does ot cOMMENnce construstion within one yeas or obtain Certificate of Occupancy within
st yisars Of Appainl OF Agreermsnt by MOME Do

Release of funds:

R OF Tiands i Subjiet 10 cOmpIRton of 19 propeot wilhout Sulstantil diveation from plans and Miations
approved by HOMD, and contnued compiiance with the Guidalines over the full penod of fund datribution. Funding wil
ocmmie witk Laan yiar afLir @ PrOMROL PG Camificate of Docupancy and i and Sismind Hvenms
are recehved by the City and HOMD, respectively. Funding wil b2 in the form of a rembursemert. HOMD wil monioe
anesal incrimental Gy of HOUS0n propery L rinsnue and inonmiital MOMD assissmin v pai by Ui
project. HOMD will make payment equal to 75% of these increments to the peoject anrually. HOMD will track ansual
LS Ui o Of $15 000 pibe il Paymion e A anewally unt e o (i} 15 arnusal
paymasit P Of 515,000 pér il s eachod. Mibenss! 60515 will ot be paid By HI

l?'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Goal is to create quality streetscape

l?'gCENTER CITY DISTRICT

Single family houses at the edge

City of Houstan

Astivey

]

z?'gCENTER TY DISTRICT

Houston

8-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT

Center is growing denser with multi-family housing

| Ciny of Houston
2014 & 2015
Muili Family

| Bulding Permity

|Humses of vnes
25

8-.5.’ CENTER CITY DISTRICT




Different tools to achieve affordability
& balance with growth

« Public sector supplies
* Publicly owned
 Publicly subsidized

* Inclusionary zoning
Public sector requires developers to allocate
Public creates incentives for private sector to provide
(density bonuses)

* Filtering: Joe Cortright

« Sprawl (anti-density) Tory Gattis

« Providing access to jobs; not housing

h"gCENTER CITY DISTRICT
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The speed of growth establishes context

PRIVATE WAGE & SALARY JOBS AVERAGE ANNUAL CHANGE, 2009-2017
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One size does not fit all

3':'.' CENTER CITY DISTRICT
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