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Research Question

Design policies to leverage existing
transportation and other infrastructure to
incentivize smart growth (TOD) to
increase the production of housing units.



Study Methodology

Contributes to existing literature through:

1) Econometric model to calculate housing supply
elasticity and underproduction of units nationally

1) Create growth scenarios to analyze different
economic, fiscal, and environmental impacts
associated with increasing the production of
housing

1) Use REMI to model dynamic economic and
fiscal Impacts over a 20 year production period



Varied housing appreciation nationally since 2000

é\ AVERAGE CHANGE IN HOME PRICES BY COUNTY
- 2000-2016
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Income growth drove individual home price recovery
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Housing starts haven't kept pace with household formation

U.S. Household Formation vs. Housing Starts
5 year moving average in millions
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Process

» Task 1) Quantify underproduction of housing



/.3 million housing units under produced from 2000 to 2015
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Process

» Task 2) Model growth scenarios



How and where growth occurs

How = Housing Prototypes

Tel aBm

Where = Growth Scenarios




Housing Prototypes

% Single Family
% 5 Units per Acre

Tower
High Rise 6+ stories
240 Units per Acre

Medium Density
Up to 5 stories
120 Units per Acre
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VMT In the Bay Area lower In station areas

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT OF SMARTER GROWTH:
LOWER VEHICLE MILES TRAVELED
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VMT vs. Housing Density In the Bay Area
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Number of Station Areas
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Station Area Housing Density in California

THE MCKINSEY GLOBAL INSTITUTE HAS
FOUND THAT CALIFORNIA HAS ROOM

TO BUILD 5 MILLION NEW UNITS IN
HOUSING “HoT sPoTs”, 2 MILLION
OF WHICH COULD BE LOCATED
NEAR TRANSIT HUBS.
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Growth Scenario Prototype Distribution Nationally

More of the Same
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Assumes same growth
pattern will continue

Why create a max density scenario?



Growth Scenarios — Portland Example

Banks \ ,z” fo \
Y ' b\ QR, : Pearson = T.‘*—_-__l],(_\_‘ P
North Plains \ M. Feld Aicport - :
N L i 4 : > Camas A
\-\ : “".'-‘:‘_'.-'ﬂ o \q\‘ A = \"\,_ _-‘. —
\1‘\. e 'Siaren T il I/éd
4\ RS __“E___L__‘_ﬂ__‘;.éw_-,-_’ut an
- Troutdale H i
Forest Grove=——=HillsBoro : m Units Built

5 . [:]; Grm 0—-1,000
: 1,000 — 2,000
2,000 - 3,000
‘ v il | ‘ 3,000 — 4,000
w7 Milwaukie Happy Valley 4.000 — 5.000

Tl. [l | ! - ; 1 ! k
NS5 Ske Dxtvego Y 5,000 — 6,000
\.j &8 ('Iac}-:amaq 6.000 — 7.000

~ I ) : =47

¥ 1
"TU"!b“"___ Gladstane 7,000 — 8,000
=TT e o 8,000 — 9,000
Sherwood ;‘J \_\’Cirtegon City

! 7 Leaflet | © OpenStreetMap

S

Prioritize low VMT transit stops
300% increase within % mile of transit  99% of Units in /2 Mile Transit Corridor

200% increase within 2 mile of transit



Growth Scenarios — Portland Example
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Process

» Task 3) Quantify economic and fiscal impacts



Impacts of Growth Scenarios

= |[f additional housing were bulilt in each
scenario (step 2) to meet
underproduction amounts (step 1), what
economic and fiscal impacts would be
supported?

» Use REMI PI+ model to estimate
Impacts related to increased housing
production



Modeling Additional Housing Production

= 1.18 Million Starts in 2016, 1 million average last 5 years
1/20™ of total underproduction is 366,000 units
Represents a 31% increase in current unit production

= Industry needs time to train labor to ramp up production
= Production in max year is less than previous cycle peak

Additional Housing Production Per Year
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200,000 -
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Smart growth generates an additional $400 million in GDP

/\S/l’ U.S. CUMULATIVE GDP BY SCENARIO
11 20-YEAR PRODUCTION PERIOD COMPARED TO BASELINE
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Smart Growth marginal unit production generates positive revenue

e \ET FISCAL REVENUE

(IN BILLIONS)
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Smart Growth scenario generates positive fiscal revenue

Cost of infrastructure is not supported by fiscal
revenue in More of the Same

TOALARS INRASIRCTURE INFRASTRUOLRE
RRURD IINSTALLATICNGCST  TOIALGBMSPEND

$612,041,200,836
$84,741,336,954

GONHIENARO TOALINPACTHES

Smart Growth vs. More of the Same:

* Generates positive fiscal revenue

 Reduces VMT impact by |6%*

e Uses 25% of the land footprint

e Delivers a variety of housing units
across the income spectrum

Note: Local fiscal impacts calculations do not include local services such as education, public safety, etc.
* Draft finding in forthcoming national report update
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