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CITY
OF INTER-OFFICE COMMUNICATION
GAINESVILLE
Item No. 7
TO: City Plan Board DATE: April 20, 2000
FROM: Planning Division Staff

SUBJECT: Petition 51CPA-00 PB. City Plan Board. Update the Housing Element
of the City of Gainesville 1991-2001 Comprehensive Plan for the
proposed 2000-2010 Comprehensive Plan.

commendation
Planning Division staff recommends approval of Petition 51CPA-00 PB.

Explanation

This petition is part of the overall process of updating the Housing Element of the City of
Gainesville 1991-2001 Comprehensive Plan. The proposed, revised Housing Element
includes a data and analysis section that is being updated to reflect changes in conditions
and in pertinent Florida statutes and administrative rules since adoption of the 1991
comprehensive plan. The goals, objectives and policies section of the element, which is
to be adopted, reflect these changes which were identified in the Evaluation and
Appraisal Report adopted in 1998. Workshops were held on January 27 and March 16 of
this year to discuss the element and gather any comments from the Plan Board and the
public.

Amendments to 9J-5 require the utilization of the data and analysis from the state land
planning agency’s affordable housing needs assessment as a basis for the housing
element. Data from the needs assessment was used in the updated data and analysis
section. The changes in 9J-5 also require the analysis of very low-income households.
Several objectives and policies were amended to include very low-income and extremely
low-income households as part of the analysis.

Other proposed policy revisions include new Policy 1.2.7, which was added to indicate
the City would cooperate with Alachua County on the development of a countywide “fair
share” housing ordinance for the dispersal of affordable housing units. Policy 1.4.4 was
amended to indicate that the City shall conduct a housing conditions survey of rental
units within the University of Florida Context Area. Homeless issues were addressed in
the data and analysis section with information about the “Continuum of Care” strategy
and homeless service providers. Policy 2.2.5 was amended to include language about the



City examining the concept of low demand or “safe space” shelters that would provide a
safe, alternative location for the homeless. Several other goals, objectives and policies
have been modified in some way, as indicated by the underlined text.

The enclosed materials include draft copies of the goals, objectives and policies and the
data and analysis section.

Respectfully Submitted,

Lusah Voo
Ralph Hilliard
Planning Manager

Attachments

RH:JS



HOUSING ELEMENT
GOALS, OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES

OVERALL GOAL: MAKE AVAILABLE CONDITIONS THAT ENCOURAGE A
SUFFICIENT SUPPLY OF ADEQUATE, DECENT, SAFE, AND SANITARY,
HEALTHY AND COST-EFFECTIVE RENTAL AND OWNER-OCCUPIED
HOUSING FOR ALL CURRENT-AND-FUTURE INCOME GROUPS.

GOAL 1: ASSIST THE PRIVATE AND NON-PROFIT HOUSING SECTOR IN
PROVIDING HOUSING FOR LOW-INCOME, VERY LOW-INCOME
AND EXTREMELY LOW-INCOME HOUSEHOLDS BY THE YEAR
2601 2010.

Objective 1.1

Provide technical assistance and information on available city-owned parcels for
low-income, very low-income and extremely low-income housing developments to
private or non-profit housing providers who request housing assistance.

Policies

1.1.1 The City shall continue to develop a working relationship or partnership with the
private sector by disseminating information in the form of & brochures annually on
new housing techniques involving innovative ways to save energy and water,
utilize alternative building materials, better protect indoor air quality and
encourage cost-effective construction techniques. Brochures on codes and grants

- available forlow—income-housingprejeets to facilitate the production of affordable

housing for low-income, very low-income and extremely low-income residents

{e-gPorters-Oaks) will also be made available.

1.1.2 The City shall provide available city-owned parcels to private and non-profit
housing developers for the development of affordable housing for low-income,
~ very low-income and extremely low-income households.

1.1.3 The City shall provide-35-acres-located-in continue to develop the city-owned
Cedar Grove II Subd1v1s1on -fer—&j&ﬂi—t—‘&&ﬂ-t&l—&é@b‘d@p?ﬂﬁﬂt with a—he&smg

affordable smgle fam11y r681dent1a1 umts en-t-hi-s-s}te-



51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

1.1.4 The City shall review and evaluate zoning and other regulations that pertain to
housing to insure that requirements are continue to be reasonable and do not
unduly limit opportunities for lower income groups to secure housing in desirable
locations, a# ' < Fr-Hie e

2 ac at1n
B

1y abaraant o pocioed a¥edota 1

1.1.5 The University of Florida (UF) and the private sector shall be respénsible for
providing housing for college students.

1.1.67Housing programs and projects, where feasible, shall be coordinated with Alachua
County, ané the Housing Authorities and any other groups involved in providing
affordable housing. '

1.1.78 Lobby the State Legislature for broad based sources of recurring revenue to
provide funds to pay for the construction of new housing units for low-income,
very low-income and extremely low-income households.

1.1.8 The City shall continue to implement the Fast Track permitting process, which can
reduce the time that applications for new residential, residential additions and
residential interior remodeling spend in the review process.

Objective 1.2

Provide a variety of housing types and densities for low- income, very low-income,
extremely low-income and moderate-income people.

Policies

1.2.1 The Department of Community Development through the First Step Program shall
continue to assist private and non-profit housing developers in identifying sites for
low-income, very low -income and extremely low-income housing and
manufactured housing.

1.2.2 The City shall allow mobile home parks in areas designated Residential-Low on
the Future Land Use Map.

1.2.3 The City shall allow manufactured housing built to the Standard Building Code in
residential areas as designated on the Future Land Use Map.



51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

1.2.4 The City shall implement and promote the opportunity for zero lot line and cluster
subdivisions as incentives for low-income, very low-income and extremely low-
income housing.

1.2.5 The City shall support the dispersal of low-income, very low-income and
extremely low-income housing units throughout the City by providing housing
densities throughout the City that will allow low-income, very low-income and
extremely low-income housing to be provided by the private sector. The City shall

use Community Development Block Grant Funds and Section 8 Programs, the
Home Investment Partnerships Grant (HOME) and State Housing Initiative
Program (S.H.LP.), as well as not-for-profit organizations in the State, to support
the dispersal of low-income housing units throughout the City.

1.2.6 The City shall coordinate with Alachua County on the development of a
countywide “fair share” housing ordinance for the dispersal of affordable housing
units.

Objective 1.3

The City shall allocate sufficient acreage in appropriate locations to meet the
housing needs of the City’s residents.

Policies

1.3.1 The Land Use Element shall designate land for residential use to meet the existing
and projected future housing needs through the year 2004+ 2010, including low-
income, very low-income and extremely low-income and moderate-income
housing and mobile homes.

Objective 1.4

The City shall work with private homeowners and landlords to rehabilitate 1,884
861 substandard housing units and to demolish 339 all dilapidated housing units by
the year 2010 to ensure that all housing units within the City meet the City’s
Minimum Housing Code.



51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

Policies

1.4.1

1.4.2

1.4.3

1.4.4

The City shall continue to enforce the Minimum Housing Code by working with
private homeowners and landlords to rehabilitate at-aminimum-82 substandard
units and to deconstruct or demolish atleast33 dilapidated units annuaty until all
housing units are brought up to code.

The City shall is

1nsnect dangerous bulldmgs regdrdlcss of IOLdllOI‘l to ensure that all housing units
within the City meet the City’s Minimum Housing Code.

The City shall spend Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) and HOME
funds in accordance with an adopted multi-year plan (the Consolidated Plan).

By 1995 2005, the C1ty shall conduct a hous1ng condltlons survey of all rental
housing units asne 3 diranee NG5 69 -and
3865 within the Umver31tv Context Area

Objective 1.5

The City shall work with architects, designers and other housing professionals
(providers) to encourage the innovative design of affordable housing.

Policies

1.5.1

1.5.2

By 2001, the Traditional Neighborhood Development District (TND) will offer
opportunities for innovative and creative design for all development within the
district, including affordable housing.

The City shall continue to seek innovative ways to encourage affordable housing

which could include use of alternative building materials, reduced lot size

requirements, design competitions for affordable housing and a design advisory
committee to advise housing providers on the development of affordable housing

designs.




51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

GOAL 2: PROVIDE ALL RESIDENTS OF THE CITY OF GAINESVILLE
WITH A FAIR HOUSING OPPORTUNITY.
Objective 2.1

Provide fair housing opportunities for all residents of Gainesville, regardless of race,
religion, sex, age, handicap, family status or national origin.

Policies

2.1.1 The City shall continue to implement the provisions of the Gainesville Area Fair

Housing Study its-FairHeousing-Affirmative-ActionPlan.

Objective 2.2

Provide sufficient opportunity for the siting of group homes, foster care facilities,
shelters for the homeless and elderly housing.

Policies

2.2.1 By-June1992 tThe City shall improve-the-developmentprocess-and-improve
continue to comply eeerdination with the State Department of Children and

Families Health-and Rehabilitative-Services by-adoptingLand-Development
Regulations-that-will- previde regulations concerning the provision of information

on requirements and procedures for siting group homes and foster care facilities.

2.2.2 The City shall continue to allow foster family homes for children and adults, adult
day care homes and family day care homes in all residential districts.

2.2.3 Realizing the need for appropriate sites in dispersed locations for group home
facilities, the City shall adeptl-and DevelopmentRegulationsby-1992-that
continue to provide siting guidelines and requirements that are consistent with the
site selection provisions of 5.419.001, F.S. for units licensed by the Florida
Department of Children and Families Health-and-Rehabilitative-Services. Such
guidelines shall ensure adequate dispersal throughout the community.

2.2.4 The City shall adept continue to have Land Development Regulations that
designate areas throughout the City where housing for the homeless will be
allowed. Criteria for such designations include proximity to public transportation
routes, social service agencies, employment centers and medical services.




51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

2.2.5

2.2.6

By-1993-tThe City shall prepare-a-study continue to examineirg methods to
mitigate the special needs of the homeless including living arrangements for
homeless families with children, and transitional housing for the employed
homeless including single-room occupancy (SRO) facilities, and low demand or
“safe space” shelters (safe, alternative locations for the homeless that are separate
from emergency shelter facilities and that provide weather protection, security,
bathroom and shower facilities, lockers, telephones and locations that are within
walking distance of social service facilities).

The City shall encourage the development of elderly housing near activity centers
and bus routes by providing sufficient siting opportunities that allow aeeessery

dwellings-and congregate living facilities in multi-family areas near bus routes and
activity centers.

GOAL 3: THE CITY WITH THE ASSISTANCE OF PRIVATE AND NON-

PROFIT ORGANIZATIONS SHALL MAINTAIN SOUND VIABLE
NEIGHBORHOODS AND REVITALIZE THOSE THAT HAVE
SUFFERED DISREPAIR AND NEGLECT.

Objective 3.1

By1992tThe City shall continue to establish housing programs to implement the
goals, objectives and policies of the Housing Element.

Policies

3.1.1

3.1.3

3.14

By1992+The City shall use the Neighborhood Planning Program develep
indicators-that-can-be-used to identifi-and-menitorneizhborhood-decline work with

neighborhoods on housing issues.

The City shall maintain and rehabilitate publicly owned infrastructure and facilities
in older neighborhoods in order to prevent neighborhood decline.

The Historic Preservation Program shall continue to identify historically
significant housing and promote the conservation and restoration of housing that
has special historic, architectural or aesthetic values.

The Neighborhood redevelopment Planning Program shall help neighborhoods
develop plans that address neighborhood stability, housing, safety, infrastructure,

and character including historic resources shall-be-prepared-for-all-residential
neighborhoodstargeted-forvedevelopment.



51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

3.1.5 The City shall facilitate communication and dialogue with neighborhood groups
regarding proposed developments in and around their neighborhoods.

3.1.65Local Nnon-profit agencies, such as the Neighborhood Housing Serviees and
Development Corporation (NHDC), that work to preserve and rehabilitate
neighborhood housing stock shall have-the-majorreledn-complement the City
Housing Division as the major entity in efpreventing the decline of extremely low,
very low, low and moderate-income neighborhoods.

3.1.76 The City shall continue to coordinate with and fund the efforts of non-profit
agencies, such as the Neighborhood Housing Serviees and Development
Corporation and the Community Action Agency, to provide assistance for housing
conservation and rehabilitation in very low-income and redevelopment areas of the
City.

3.1.872 By-1996 the-City-shall- have-a-computerized-housingdatabase-to-provide-housing
information-and-to-meniter-trends-and-changes: The City shall update the Data and
Analysis section of the Housing Element for the 2000-2010 Comprehensive Plan
no later than 18 months after publication of the 2000 census housing data.

3.1.98 Realizing the connection between economic stability and the preservation of
affordable housing, the City, through technical assistance and loan programs for
economic development, shall continue to provide economic development help
assistance to low-income areas in order to create and retain jobs and to enhance
and preserve surrounding neighborhoods.

3.1.10 The City shall study the feasibility of an in-town housing program that would
utilize pre-approved housing designs that are appropriate for specific locations

where affordable housing should be encouraged. The approved plans and

associated building permits would be fully processed and made available to
builders who want to use them. to reduce costs and delays.

Objective 3.2

Assist 100 low-income, very low-income and extremely low-income households each
year with the maintenance and repairs of owner-occupied units.

Policies

3.2.1 The City shall continue to make available to all residents, especially low-income,
very low-income and extremely low-income households, a do-it-yourself manual
on routine home repairs, maintenance and yard care.




51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

3.2.2 The City shall designate CDBG funds or other funds for homeowner rehabilitation
grants or revolving loan funds to assist 100 low-income, very low- income and
extremely low-income households.

Objective 3.3

Assist 50 75 low-income, very low-income, extremely low-income and moderate-
income households each year in locating and affording existing low-cost rental and
owner-occupied housing.

Policies

3.3.1 The City Housing Division shall continue to act as sheuld-develop-erhelp-nen-
profit-agencies-develop a housing information and referral service for first-time

homebuyers and renters by1993.

3.3.2 The City shall seek funds from both the State and Federal government in order to
provide financial assistance to first time low-income, very low-income and
extremely low-income homebuyers.

Objective 3.4

The City shall assist all residents displaced by redevelopment activities involving
Federal, State or local government funds.

Policies
3.4.1 The City shall assist all displaced persons by complying with regulations stated in

the Uniform Relocation Act and the City of Gainesville Local Relocation Policy
and Procedures.

GOAL 4: ENSURE HOUSING DEVELOPMENT DOES NOT NEGATIVELY
AFFECT THE GAINESVILLE ENVIRONMENT.

Objective 4.1

By1992-t-The City shall adept continue to have Land Development Regulations
which that ensure that new housing developments; preserve on-site environmental
features and conserve environmental resources.




51CPA-00 PB
Housing Element (Draft)
Goals, Objectives and Policies

Policies

4.1.1 The City shall encourage infill housing and cluster subdivisions in order to protect
environmentally sensitive lands and to promote energy conservation.

4.1.2 The City shall adept continue to have Land Development Regulations that guide
the siting, building orientation and landscaping of new housing developments to
promote energy and water conservation, te ensure compatibility with the
surrounding area, apd-te minimize impacts on the environment, and e enhance
visual appeal.
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Housing Data and Analysis Report

Introduction

Housing, in addition to food and clothing, represents one of the three basic needs required for
human survival. Housing does more than just shelter us from the elements, it provides us with a
place of comfort and promotes our sense of well-being. Unfortunately, many City residents are
unable to obtain safe and adequate housing due to high housing costs, low incomes and special
needs. In fact, housing cost usually represents the largest single expense for most households.
Others must live in such substandard housing conditions that their shelter is considered
uninhabitable by today's housing standards. For these reasons and others, the City of Gainesville
must determine what kind of housing exists, who lives here, and whose housing needs are not
being met. The City must not only consider the needs of its existing population but its future
population as well. The City must ensure that residential land will be available to accommodate
these new households and that existing households will be adequately housed.

The City of Gainesville's Housing Element will analyze these issues and recommend programs
and strategies to address them. The purpose of this Housing Element is to 1dent1fy existing and
future housing needs of the City, includ afford housin,

te provide solutions through the goals, objectives and policies. The C1ty s Housmg Element 18
also de51gned to meet the requlrements of Chapter 163 F.S. and Rule 9J-5. 010 F.A.C..and

One key issue affecting the data and the eventual analysis of this data is the University of
Florida. This Element does not include the housing units in Planning Distriet 35 Census Tract 9,
the University of Florida campus. (See Map 1) These housing units were omitted in order to
give an accurate account of the housing units, which are under the jurisdiction of the City of
Gainesville. The University and the State of Florida are responsible for planning all aspects of
the provision of on-campus housing. In all instances, the elimination of these housing units from

the data is noted in the corresponding data tables. The affordable housing needs assessment that
was Dreoared by the Shlmberg Center for Affordable Housmg at the Umversntv of Flonda (U'E)
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

HOUSING DATA
INVENTORY OF THE EXISTING HOUSING STOCK —
Type of Dwelling Units

Based on the 1980 1990 Census data, &Rd-mHﬂveﬂtely—e{lthe-Gem-ﬁemeseﬁQeeﬂﬁmieyﬂﬁﬁﬁed
: ' } there were 32,356-33,245

(not including 773 1,363 University of Florida units) housing units in the City of Gainesville as
of April 19891990. By 1995, the housing unit figure was up to 36,929 (not including 1.470
University of Florida units). cho increase ribute ti
occurred between 1990 and 1995.

The City's housing stock includes a mix of both single family detached units and multi-family
units (Table 1). Based upon 1995 figures, Oof the city's housing stock 56:9%56.8% are single
family detached-units, including the category “Other” which includes living quarters such as
houseboats or campers, while 43-8%-39.4% are multi-family, and +:9%-3.8% are mobile homes.
Since 1980, the composition of the housing stock has remained relatively stable. The increase in

the percentage of mobile homes is due to the annexations that occurred between 1990 and 1995.
Table 1 Housing Type Analysis

Year Single- Multi- Mobile Other

family family Homes

detached

Number % Number % Number % Number %
1980 16,474 57.1 11,791 40.9 593 2.1
1990 17,936 54.0 13,990 42.1 1,035 3.1 284 0.8
1995 21,032* 56.8 14,604 394 1,400 3.8 -
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Dept of Community Development, Shimberg Center for Affordable
Housing.
*Includes single-family plus ‘Other’ | | | | |
Analysis excludes Census Tract 9 (University of Florida)




Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

Residential Growth Trends

New housing growth has been concentrated in the northwest quadrant of the city, mainly in those

p%aﬂﬁmg—diﬁmets—m eas annexed i in 1979 nd the areas wgst of N,&Y. 3_4 SIIQQL (see Map 2)
a0 NR0 o 147

= . 5+

thes&aﬂﬂe;&eé—ésﬁ-fets—}lecently, development has 1ntens1ﬁed in areas west of the 01ty limits.
Map 3 (provided courtesy of Alachua County Planning) indicates the location of site-built
residential development from October 1991 through June 1997. It is likely that this trend will
continue since these areas have a substantial amount of desirable, vacant land and available
infrastructure support.

Sinee-1980 Between 1990 and 1995 the number of housing units has increased by +242% 10.2%
(Table 2). A review of the percentage growth in housing units by-PlanningDistriets-indicate that
the largest percentage growth has occurred in those districts annexed in 1979 (PlanningDistriets
1Fa-and19a). Dividing the city into quadrants (Fable-3-and-Map-2) reveals that the northeast and
southeast quadrant of the city (areas east of Main Street) has have not experienced much growth.

While vacant land within the city limits of Gainesville is becoming increasingly scarce in most
quadrants of the city, grewth-in housing development within the city will probably be
characterized by more infill development, attached housing and clustered development. This type
of development should account for an increasing percentage of new housing starts in Gainesville,
except the southeast quadrant where there is a substantial amount of vacant land for residential
development.
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB

Data and Analysis
Table 2 Growth in Housing Units by Building Type
1980. A 19920 1995 | Percent Growth | Percent Growth
1980-1990 1990-1995
Single-family 16,474 18,220* 21,032* 9.6% 13.4%
Multi-family 11,791 13,990 14,604 15.7% 4.2%
Mobile Home 593 1,035 1,400 42.7% 26.1%
Total 28,858 33,245 37,036 13.2% 10.2%
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, Dept of Community Development, Shimberg Center for Affordable
Housing, 1998. |
*Includes single-family plus ‘Other’
Analysis excludes Census Tract 9 (University of Florida)

Owner and Renter Occupancy

In 1980 1990, 49.2 3% of Gainesville's housing units were owner-occupied and 50.8 7% renter-
occupied (Table 3). A comparison of Plansing Distriets Census tracts indicates that owner
occupancy rates vary significantly in Gainesville. Owner occupancy rates are lowest in planning
distriets-census tracts 1,2,8 3,4; and 13 34. These districts are located close to the University of
Florida (Rlanning Distriet 35 Census tract 9) and Bdowntown Gainesville (Planning Distriet
tcensus tract 1) and have rental occupancy rates that range from 69-3%-te-88:4%-81.0% to
91,0% in student dominated-Rlannins Pistriet 14 Census tract 8. In contrast, over 70% of the

units in the areas annexed by the City in 1979 were owner—occupled.

Age of the Housing Stock

Almest-Approximately 60 50% of the City's housing stock was built between 1960 and 1979. As
shown in Table 4 5, -18:55+ 17,196 of the existing housing units were built during those two
decades. Even though much of Gainesville's housing development occurred during the sixties
and seventies, the City takes pride in the large number of historically significant houses which
still remain. Of the City's housing stock 81 13.3% is at least fortyfive 45 years old. In Planning
Distriet-1+ Census tract 5, which includes the Northeast Historic District, 26:6 25.2% of the
housing units were built before 1940 1939. This district contains the largest number of units
(675 564) built before-1946 1939. Planning-Distriets-Census tracts +;-2; and 5 3 represent areas
with the largest share of units being built before 1946 1939.

7




Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

HOUSING AFFORDABILITY

Because housing satisfies the basic human need for shelter, its cost remains a matter of public
concern. It is vital that Gainesville maintains an adequate supply of affordable housing. A
housing unit is generally considered affordable if its associated monthly costs (gross rent or
mortgage, taxes and insurance) do not exceed 30 to 35% of the household's gross income.

Renter-Occupied Units

y ahe o = =W o -y

1980 1990, very low and mederate extremely Lgﬂ-ncome households included those households
whose annual income was less than $10,000 (approximately 80 50% of the City's median annual
household




Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB

Data and Analysis
Table 3 Occupancy
Census Tract Occupied Units | Owner Units Percent Owned | Renter Units Percent Rented
1 245 33 13.5% 212 86.5%
2 1978 376 19.0% 1602 81.0%
3 2918 1026 35.2% 1892 64.8%
4 2099 1363 65.0% 736 35.0%
5 2084 1028 49.3% 1056 50.7%
6 1349 711 553.0% 638 47.0%
7 1676 850 50.7% 826 49.3%
8 3688 334 9.0% 3354 91.0%
10 2631 1330 50.5% 1301 49.5%
11 2801 2159 77.1% 642 22.9%
12 3983 2550 64.0% 1433 36.0% |
13 25 4 16.0% 21 84.0%
14 157 125 79.6% 32 20.4%
15 0 0 0 0 0
16 1545 591 38.3% 954 61.7%
17 1511 1250 82.7% 261 17.3%
19.01 0 0 0 0 0
18.01 218 211 96.8% 7 3.2
18.03 1581 1033 65.3% 548 34.7%
18.04 87 55 63.2% 32 36.8%
19.02 0 0 0 0 0
Total 30,576 15,029 49.2% 15,547 50.8%
SOURCE: 1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census
Census Tract 9 (University of Florida) was deleted from analysis




Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

Table 4 Housing Units by Year Built

Census | Total Year | 1989- | 1985- | 1980- | 1970- | 1960- | 1950- | 1940- | 1939 | Percent
Tract Round March | 1988 1984 1979 1969 1959 1949 | or built
Housing 1990 ear- | 1939 or
Units lier earlier

1 294 0 11 13 93 18 10 24 109 37.0%
2 2282 44 38 102 150 509 368 570 | 517 22.6%
3 3289 5 161 262 714 738 676 452 | 281 8.5%
4 2244 0 98 117 343 1008 510 146 22 0.9%
5 2240 108 168 77 183 243 541 356 | 564 25.2%
6 1499 5 9 68 271 561 365 150 70 4.7%
7 1861 0 0 59 372 807 428 143 52 2.8%
8 4139 50 523 933 1240 1020 247 126 0 0% |.
10 2737 8 136 153 421 599 633 573 214 7.8%
11 2989 72 620 492 911 756 130 8 0 0%
12 4205 89 268 771 2149 696 201 20 14 .3%
13 27 0 0 4 0 0 0 21 0 0%
14 275 15 87 85 82 0 0 5 0 0%
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%
16 1621 3 10 69 704 501 326 0 8 5%
17 1558 7 81 22 502 745 198 0 3 2%

19.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

18.01 229 40 38 138 13 0 0 0 0 0%

18.03 1669 55 295 499 784 36 0 0 0 0%

18.04 87 10 0 50 27 0 0 0 0 0%

19.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0%

Total 33245 511 2543 3914 8959 8237 4633 | 2594 | 1854

% of 100.0% 1.5% | 7.6% | 11.8% | 26.9% | 24.8% | 13.9% | 7.8% | 5.6%

total

SOURCE: 1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census, and City of Gainesville, Department of Community

Development, 1993. Note: Census Tract 9 (University of Florida) was deleted from the analysis

I I I I I I | I I
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

ineeme): As Table 5 6 indicates, in 1986_1990, 73-6 80.9% of those households whose annual
income was below $10,000 had monthly rental costs, which consumed over 30% of their income.

Table 5 Rental Housing Costs as a Percentage of Income

Household Income % of Households wi nthl
Housin sts at 30% or more of
Income

Less than $10,000 80.9%

1 0-81 60.9%

$20,000 or more 9.4%

Totals 33.3%

SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990.
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Data and Analysis

Owner-Occupied Units

A
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econemic-hardship;-espeecially-for-first-tine-homebuyers—Of the homeowners (mortgaged and
unmortgaged units) earning less than $10,000, 554 62.6% paid over 30% of their income for
housing (Table 6 7).

Table 6 Owner-Occupied Housing Cost as a Percentage of Income
Household Income % of Households with Monthly
Housing Costs at 30% or more
of income
Less than $10,000 62.6%
$10,000 - $19,999 38.7%
$20,000 or more 7.4%
SOURCE: U.S. Bureau of the Census, 1990.
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

Monthly Gross Rent

According to-the-U:S:-Eensus; the-median-monthly-gross-rent-(rent plus-separate-utilities)-for
renter-occupied housing units in Gainesville was $241$277 in 19801990 (Table 7 8). Of the
14:551-15,528 rental units 1728%-23.91% had monthly rents below $1563300, while an
additional 34-9%-25.07% (5083-3,894 units) fell within the $3-50-$250-$300-$400 range. The
remainingder 48% 48.54% of rent paying households spent over $250-$400 a month on rent.

Table 7 Monthly Gross Rent of Renter-Occupied Units

City of Gainesville

Gross Rent Number Percentage
Less than $100 458 2.95%
$100 to $149 544 3.50%
$150 to $199 630 4.06%
$200 to $249 556 3.58%
$250 to $299 1525 9.82%
$300 to $349 2100 13.52%
$350 to $399 1794 11.55%
$400 to $499 3410 21.96%
$500 to $599 1633 10.52%
$600 to $699 1166 7.51%
$700 to $999 1125 7.24%
$1,000 or more 204 1.31%
No cash rent 383 2.47%
Median Monthly Rent $277

Total 15,528 100.00%
SOURCE: 1990 Census of Population and Housing

13




Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

Monthly Owner Costs

According to the 1988 1990 Census (Table § 9), the median monthly owner costs (including
taxes, insurance, and utilities) of an unmortgaged unit in the City were was $149$197, while
mortgaged units had -median costs of $368 $589. The majority (58 54.7%) of owners of
mortgaged units had monthly owner costs in the $300-$6700 range. Fhirty-ene-Seven percent of
homeowners with a mortgage paid under $300 per month, and while-an-additienal- -t 38.3% had
monthly costs over $6 700.

In 19801990, 2,7443,627 (23 27.4%) of the City's 115810-13,231 owner-occupied housing units
were not mortgaged. Of these 2,74+ 3,627 homeowners, 344 10.6% (944 383) paid less than
$100 in monthly owner costs, while $3-99 62.8% (1486 2,279) paid between $100 and $2 300,
An-additional and 26.6 +1-57% had monthly owner costs above $2 300.

14




Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB

Data and Analysis
Table 8 Mortgage Status and Selected Monthly Owner Cost
|-Mortgage Cost—————— -Number- | . Percentage |
With a Mortgage 9604 100%
Less than $200 128 1.3%
$200 - $299 547 5.7%
$300 - $399 923 9.6%
$400 - $499 1367 14.2%
$500 - $599 1605 16.7%
$600 - $699 1364 14.2%
$700 - $799 1132 11.8%
$800 - $899 765 8.0%
$900 - $999 502 5.2%
$1,000 - $1,249 566 5.9% |
$1,250 - $1,499 286 3.0%
$1500 - $1,999 266 2.8%
$2,000 or more 153 1.6%
Median $589
Total Owner Occupied 9604 100.0%
Not Mortgaged 3689
Less than $100 383 10.4%
$100 - $199 1541 41.8%
$200 - $299 1228 33.3%
$300 - $399 362 9.8%
$400 or more 175 4.7%
Median Cost $197
Total Owner Occupied Units 13,293 100.0%

SOURCE: 1990 Census of Population and Housing

I
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

Value of Owner-Occupied Housing

In 1930 1990, the median value of owner-occupied housing in Gainesville was $44,800 $62.362.
Approximately 40 37% of these housing units were valued between $30;000 $35.000 and
$49;999 §59.000. An additional 36 37% fell within the $50,;000 $60.000 to $30,000 $99.999

range. Table 9 10 illustrates the distribution of housing units by value.

Table 9 Value of Owner-Occupied Housing Units

City of Gainesville
Value (1) Dwelling Units Percentage
Less than $15,000 206 : 1.55%
$15,000 - $19,999 152 1.14%
$20,000 - $24,999 217 1.63%
$25,000 - $29,999 284 2.13%
$30,000 - $34,999 371 2.79%
$35,000 - $39,999 652 4.90%
$40,000 - $49,999 2024 15.23%
$50,000 - $59,999 2202 16.57%
$60,000 - $74,999 2595 19.52%
$75,000 - $99,999 2379 17.90%
$100,000 - $149,999 1500 11.28%
$150,000 - $199,999 428 3.22%
$200,000 - $299,999 203 1.53%
$300,000 or more 80 0.61%
Total 13,293 100.00%
Median $62,362.5
SOURCE: 1990 Census of Population and Housing
Note: 1. The value of owner-occupied unit represents the respondent’s estimate of how
much the property (house and lot) or condominium unit would sell for, if it were for sale.
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Data and Analysis

HOUSING STOCK COMPARISONS: THE CITY OF GAINESVILLE AND ALACHUA
COUNTY

The following section provides data on the significant housing characteristics of Gainesville and
Alachua County. The Alachua County statistics do not include the housing stock of the City of
Gainesville. The distribution of housing types reflects the fact that Gainesville is more densely
settled than the rest of Alachua County. In +980 1990, 469 42.1% of the City's housing stock
was composed of multi-family units. In comparison, multi-family units accounted for 24 36.9%
of the County's dwelling units. In addition, this comparison reveals that mobile homes, which
are a relatively insignificant source of housing in the City (3.1%), make up reasby20 21.7% of
the County's housing stock (Table 10).

Table 10  Comparison of Housing Types - 1990

City of Gainesville and Unincorporated Alachua County
Number & Percent Number & Percent Number & Percent
Single-family Detached | Multi-Family Mobile Homes
Gainesville 17,936 54% 13,990 42.1% 1,035 3.1%
Unincorporated
Alachua County | 15,637 40.5% 14,270 36.9% 8,373 21.7%
SOURCE: 1990 Census of Population and Housing

City of Gainesville figures do not include Census Tract 9 (University of Florida)

Gainesville has a higher percentage of housing units built before 1970 than does Alachua
County. This reflects the fact that Gainesville has many older, established residential
neighborhoods. In addition, the 980 1990 Census confirms the intensification of new housing
development west of the city limits. Fully +0% 20% of the County's housing stock in $986_1990
was built between January1979 1985 and March 4986 1990 (Table 11 2).
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Data and Analysis

Table 11  Housing Units by Year-Built

City of Gainesville and Unincorporated Alachua County
Total Year Round | 1989- 1985- | 1980- 1970- 1960- | 1950- | 1940- | 1939 or
Housing Units March 1988 1984 1979 1969 1959 1949 earlier
1990
Gainesville 33,245 511 2,543 | 3,914 8,959 8,237 |4,633 | 2,594 | 1,854
100.0% 1.5% 7.6% 11.8% |[269% | 24.8% | 13.9% | 7.8% | 5.6%
Unincor-
porated
Alachua
County 38,648 1,562 6,885 | 9,859 13,516 | 3,682 | 1,676 | 763 705
100.0% 4.0% 17.8% | 25.5% | 350% |[9.5% |43% |2.0% 1.8%
SOURCE: 1990 Census of Population and Housing

City of Gainesville figures do not include Census Tract 9 (University of Florida)

While the City of Gainesville has a relatively equal number of owner and rental units, Alachua
County's housing stock is almost 62-9 58% owner-occupied and 37+ 42.02% renter-occupied |
(see Table 43 in Appendix C).

According to the 49801990 Census, Alachua County had a slightly larger share of relatively
inexpensive owner-occupied housing than did the City of Gainesville. Approximately 34 20% of
Alachua County's owner-occupied housing units were valued at under $36;000 $40,000 versus
only +9-7 14% of Gainesville's (see Table 44 in Appendix C). This difference can probably be
largely attributed to the fact that mobile homes, which are usually less expensive than
conventional housing, account for a greater percentage of the housing stock in the county than in

the city.

A comparison of housing cost-to-income between the city and the county indicates that lower
income residents (incomes less than $10;000$17,667) who live in the city pay shightly>more of |
their income for owner-occupied units than do county residents (see Table 45 in Appendix). The
most significant point dealing with housing cost is the difference between the percentage of low
income city residents (#3-6 80.9%) compared to county residents (52-5 95.2%) that pay 30% or
more of their income toward rental housing cost.

18
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Data and Analysis

HOUSING CONDITIONS

Gainesville's Housing Conditions Survey, completed-in 49321992, remains is the most recent
comprehensive assessment of the condition of housing in the City. The survey, which was
conducted by the Code Enforcement Division of the-Gainesvile Rublie-Safety-Inspeetions

Department then existing Community Improvement Department, evaluated the exterior condition
of the housing units. Surveyors evaluated both the extent of deterioration and the number of
major and-or minor code violations detected in each unit. Each unit was assigned to one of four
categories; standard--good, standard--fair, substandard (needing major repairs), and dilapidated
(to be demolished). The following briefly describes the City's adopted definition for substandard

housing. -A-mere-detatled-methodology-for determiningthe-assignment-of-each-housing-unit-The
Housing Conditions Survey is located in Fable-46-Appendix C.

Standard Good--less than 3 minor violations.

Standard Fair--3 or more minor violations.

Substandard --has numerous minor violations or a combination of major and minor violations, or
major violations valued at 50% or less of the unit's value.

Dilapidated--needs to be demolished, deterioration in excess of 50% of its value or numerous
major violations.

The Housing Conditions Survey determined that 4-7% 0.3% of the housing units in Gainesville
were dilapidated, 3-0% 5.0% were substandard, and 23-7% 24% were substandard--fair
(needing minor repairs). Housing units which have been classified as either "dilapidated” or
"substandard" present the most pressing health and safety concerns. A unit classified as
"dilapidated" is considered beyond repair, and should be demolished. A unit whieh-that is
“substandard” requires substantial rehabilitation.

Map 4 3 illustrates the percentage of units which have been classified as either "dilapidated" or
"substandard needing major repair" by Planning PistrietNeighborhood Planning Area (NPA).

PlannineDistriets NPAs 1:2;3; 4, 1312 14, 18, 19 and 43 41 have the highest percentage of
units falling into these two categories (see Map 4 3). In each of these districts at least 23 21% of
the units are classified as either dilapidated or-substandard needing major repair. For example,
over 60_82% of the housing in PlanningDistriet-3 NPA 19 is are either dilapidated or
substandard. The City has recognized the gravity of the housing conditions in'these areas; most
of these Planning Distriets NPAs contains at least one Community Development Block Grant
(CDBG) and nvest nershi ran projeet arca (see Map 5 4)

d utilizes fe e and local resourt using progra housin

rehabilitation needs.
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

The +980 1990 U.S. Census provides data on the interior condition of the City's housing units.

The Census indicates the number of housing units lacking plumbing, lacking a complete kitchen,
lacking central heat, and the number of overcrowded units. These findings are compiled by
Planning-Distriet-Census Tract in Table 47 in Appendix C. A comparison of this these data with [
the housing conditions survey data shows that there is a relationship between interior and exterior
housing conditions.

SUBSIDIZED HOUSING DEVELOPMENTS

Despite recent-federal housing cutbacks, the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban |
Development (HUD) remains the primary source of subsidized housing in Gainesville. The
traditional public housing program and the Section 8 existing units subsidy, both federally

funded, provide 16149 1798 subsidized units for renters. Both of these programs are administered |
through the Gainesville Housing Authority.

The Housing Authority currently operates 739 789 public housing units (see Map 6 5). This ]
number includes 70 Section 23 leased housing units and 154 Section 8 new construction units in
addition to the 545 565 traditional public housing units. Since 1975, Gainesville has participated
in the Section 8 Existing Housing Program. This program provides rent supplements to low and
moderate-income families who live in private housing. In order to receive the HUD funds, these
families must be certified eligible for the program on the basis of annual family income. Renters
pay a maximum of 25 30% of their household income for their unit. The balance of rent is paid

by HUD the Housing Authority.

Since 1975, the City has utilized Community Development Block Grant (CDBG), HOME and
State Housing Initiative Program (SHIP) funds to rehabilitate housing. These funds are-were
initially directed at designated target areas. Since 1980 1992, the CDBG program has provided
funds for the complete rehabilitation of 285 416 owner-occupied units, 68 131 renter-occupied
units with 91 in progress, and the emergency repair of 82 80 units. In addition, the non-profit
Neighborhood Housing and Development Corporation Serviees organization has rehabilitated

another 408 30 units in the 01ty @MMMM&LA@MMM
0 BTE : er year, Table 12 3

1nventorles the subsidized housmg umts in Ga1nesv111e In_ad_dﬁmn_tg_ﬂle_wg_hmmng_l_s_t_e_

here, there are many privately owned subsidized housing units in the city.
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

Table 12  Federally Subsidized Housing Units in the City of Gainesville as of April 1999

Number
Name Year Built of Units Type
Public Housing
Oak Park 1970 101 Elderly
Lake Terrace 1968 100 Family
Caroline Manor 1970(acquired) 28 Family
Pine Meadows 1970 80 Family
Woodland Park 1970 170 Family
Forest Pines 1970(acquired) 36 Family
Eastwood Meadows 1981 30 — Family
Total 515 565
Section 23 Leased Housing
Sunshine Park 1971 70 Elderly
Section 8 New Construction
The 400 1979 101 Elderly
Seminary Lane 1979 53 Family
-(Townhouses
Total 154
Section 2020 Elderly and Handicapped
Pine Grove 96 97
Section 8 Existing Housing
Rental Assistance Program
Scattered Locations 784 1009
CDBG Rehabilitation (since 1980 1992)
Scattered Locations:
Owner-Occupied Rehabilitation 285416
Renter-Occupied Rehabilitation 408 131, 91 in progress
Emergency Repair —82 80
Neighberhood-Housing-Serviee NHDC 408 30
C TFlorida C i Action J I ; - Ty 144
Total €83 801, 91 in progress

Total Subsidized Units

2502 2696, 91 in progress

SOURCE: City of Gainesville Community Development, Gainesville Housing Authority, 1999
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Data and Analysis

Group Homes

The Florida Department of Children and Families Health-and-Rehabilitative-Services operates-a
number-of programs is responsible for licensing group homes and foster care facilities, statewide.
These group homes serve adults and children, and are generally operated by private or non-profit
sponsors. These programs are licensed by the Division of Children, Youth, and Families, the
Division of Developmental Services, and Aging and Adult Services. These group homes are
inventoried below.
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB

Data and Analysis
Table 13: Group Homes
Type Licensed Name City Category Census
Cpacity Track
CRH 1 Leslie Therapeutic FHa CRH 1-6 12
CRH 6 Elder Inn CRH 1-6 12
PCGH 5 Johnson Group Home I CRH 7-14 12
PCGH 5 Johnson Group Home II CRH 7-14 12
PCGH 4 Johnson Group Home III CRH 7-14 12
PCGH 6 Sunshine Assoe., Inc. CRH 1-6 12
PCGH 13 (None listed) CRH 7-14 3
ACLF 488 Atrium Housing/Elderly 11
Child Care 16 Interface Youth Shelter Social Service Home 12
PCGH 4 Green Group Home CRH 1-6 4
ACLF 30 Bailey Suites Housing/Elderly 3
PCGH 12 Allen’s Place CRH 7-14 3
ACLF - GVL VOA Elderly Housing | Housing/Elderly 4
ACLF 16 Sylkana Manor, Inc. Housing/Elderly 17
ACLF 110 Bailey Village Nursing Home 3
ACLF 16 Hannah’s ACLF CRH 7-14 5
ACLF 3 Sylvia Camps CRH 1-6 6
PCGH 6 Ellis Group Home CRH 1-6 5
PCGH 5 Altemative Care, Inc. GHI | CRH 7-14 6
PCGH 4 Alternative Care, Inc. GHII | CRH 7-14 6
- 30 St. Francis House Residence/destitute 1
PCGH 6 Green Group Home II CRH 1-6 5
PCGH 6 Allen’s Group Home CRH 1-6 6
PCGH 16 Satellite Apartments CRH> 14 8
Total 808
Source: Department of Children and Families, 1997.

ACLF Adult Congregate Living Facility
CRH Community Residential Home
PCGH Personal Care Group Home
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Data and Analysis

Mobile Homes

In the City of Gainesville, mobile homes are permitted by right only in the Mobile Home
Residential District (RM MH zoning). There are currently seven 9 licensed mobile home parks
in the city (see Map 7 6). These parks contain a total of 665 999 mobile home spaces. The city
has no mobile home subdivisions. Mobile homes are more prevalent in Alachua County than in
the City of Gainesville. According to the 980 1990 Census, mobile homes accounted for 2-1
3.0% of the City's housing stock, while they comprised 49:3 21.7% of Alachua County's
unincorporated area housing stock. An inventory of the city's Mobile Home parks is included
below.

Table 14 5: Licensed Mobile Home Parks
City of Gainesville, May +987 1999

an dress ile Home ces

Buck Bay Mobile Home Community 144
2149 NW 77th Avenue
Camp Mobile Home Park 80
1600 NE-Walde-Rd_13th Ave.
Ideal Trailer Park 42
2200 NW Waldo Rd.

* -ailer Park 15
MoeoreHaven-Carleton Arms Mobile Home Park 40
2330 E. University Ave.
DOalcderrace 15
3224 NW-13th-St

Lamplighter 273
5200 NE 39th Ave.

Paradise Trailer Court 44
4546 NW 13th St.
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB

Data and Analysis

Ranch Villa Mobile Home Park 14

4611 NW 6th St.

Varsity Mobile Home Villa 156

39 NW 39th Ave.

Laniwnlichiar L bt |

J-.Jllllll)l,lbll"rw —t

Whitney Park Inc. 206

8401 NW 13th St.

Total Mobile Home spaces 665-999

SOURCE: Health-Prosram-Office Horida-Departmen of Health-and-Rehabilitative-Service
Alachua County Health Department, City of Gainesville Department of Community
Development, 1999,
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Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

HOUSING ANALYSIS

Projecting the housing needs of the population that is expected to reside in the City involves
determining the projected population, the number and size of households needed to
accommodate the projected population and the income levels of the expected households.
The remainder of this Element will determine the future housing needs of the City as well as
meet the requirements of Chapter 163. F.S. and Rule 9J-5.010(2), FAC.

Projections

Population projections form an integral part of the Comprehensive Plan because future needs

are largely based on the expected population to be served. The Comprehensive Plan provides
annual population projections for the years 1989 2000 through 2665 2010 (See Appendix A: |
Methodology for Housing Projections). Three population forecasts were developed for the
update of the Comprehensive Plan; high, medium and low for each year. For this housing
analysis the medium range projections were utilized to calculate housing needs. Analysis of
needs will be projected for two time periods: $996-2005 and 266+ 2010. |

Projected Households and Average Household Size

One important aspect of assessing future housing needs is detenmmng the number and size of
future households ble-16)—In he oF enorted-that-there-were
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Nationwide the average household size had s apparently-centinued-te declined since 1980 due
to lower birth rates, increasing divorce rates, the tendency for more older persons to maintain
their own home after families have disbanded and the large number of young adults forming
one and two person households. It is assumed that these trends are were exhibited in
Gainesville. In 1980, the average household size for the 01ty was 2. 55 by the year 2001 1997
the average household size esearc
at the University of Florida to have is-expeeted-te decrease(_i to 2—.45 2.40 persons per
household (Fable-16).

Table 15 +7 shows the breakdown of the number of persons projected to reside in households

based on past and expected future trends Reﬂewa%the-ehaﬂgeqﬂ—he&seheld—s&eﬂaee%

Table 15 Households by Size

Table17 HOUSEHOLDS BY-SIZE

YEAR 1980 1990 1989 1995 1996 2000 2061 2005 2010
TOTAL 28307 31955314136 3644733480 3863635389 40617 43661
HOUSEHOLDS

Size of Households

One person 6713 09563 77160 10969 8628 116159335 12248 13246
Two persons 9830 10744 963 12149 11902 12874 12667 13617 14
Three persons 5324 5488 5848 6247 6283 6650 6636 6983 7457
Four persons 3901 4017 4128 4589 4316 4858 4469 5050 5329
Five Persons 1546 1354 1546 1549 1546 1641 1546 1686 1768
Six or more persons 993 829 890 944 805 998 736 1033 1088

SOURCE —1-980 22 U.S. Census—Bufe&u-ei—Eeeaeﬂae-aﬂé-Btﬁmess

Projected Households By Income

The rising cost of housing has generated considerable concern during the past several years
about affordable housing. In order to determine future housing needs, it is necessary to
determine the income range of projected households. The incomes of households influence
the type of housing units that should be built or encouraged in order to meet the housing need.
Tables 16A and 16B 9 presents the anticipated number of households by income range. The
most significant aspect of the data in this table is that approximately 25 26.6% of the
households including students will be earning less than $10,000. These households will not
be able to afford the cost of housing without some type of subsidy or an increase in income.
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Table 16A  Households by Income Range — Owner Occupied

Income Range 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
$0 to $5,000 602 660 698 | 751 816
$5,000 - $10,000 871 944 989 1052 1155
$10,000 - $12,500 519 554 377 602 655
$12,500 - $15,000 592 632 658 696 771
$15,000 - $17,500 607 673 708 744 801
$17,500 - $20,000 584 634 656 685 741
$20,000 - $22,500 846 913 957 1006 1093
$22,500 - $25,000 548 598 627 661 718
$25,000 - $27,500 711 769 802 833 899
$27,500 - $30,000 512 560 586 609 659
$30,000 - $32,500 731 787 817 854 933
$32,500 - $35,000 496 537 563 606 669
$35,000 - $37,500 567 610 635 665 725
$37,500 - $40,000 538 581 608 649 710
$40,000 - $42,500 691 762 800 832 890
$42,500 - $45,000 401 451 470 486 514
$45,000 - $47,500 505 555 582 607 653
$47,500 — $50,000 337 390 415 438 466
$50,000 - $55,000 886 1027 1097 1164 1246
$55,000 - $60,000 591 654 686 719 770
$60,000 - $75,000 1354 1557 1653 1754 1882
$75,000 - $100,000 1131 1279 1354 1453 1578
$100,000 - $125,000 426 484 515 552 596
$125,000 - $150,000 203 235 253 278 304
$150,000 + 253 297 319 347 374
TOTAL 15502 17143 18025 19044 20618

SOURCE: The UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, U.S. Census Bureau special tabulation,

Department of Community Development, 1999.
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Table 16B  Households by Income Range — Renter Occupied

Income Range 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
$0 to $5,000 3400 4038 4338 4608 4944
$5,000 - $10,000 3337 3962 4229 4468 4794
$10,000 - $12,500 1574 1838 1968 2055 2194
$12,500 - $15,000 1037 1214 1294 1354 1446
$15,000 - $17,500 1322 1542 1633 1700 1821
$17,500 - $20,000 815 946 1009 1055 1126
$20,000 - $22,500 820 961 1023 1063 1130
$22,500 - $25,000 668 770 821 847 897
$25,000 - $27,500 527 614 654 671 705
$27,500 - $30,000 430 497 527 550 592
$30,000 - $32,500 455 521 554 567 596
$32,500 - $35,000 300 348 368 381 404
$35,000 - $37,500 306 359 385 400 423
$37,500 - $40,000 203 235 252 258 272
$40,000 - $42,500 188 216 228 237 255
$42,500 - $45,000 111 128 134 136 143
$45,000 - $47,500 92 106 110 112 117
$47,500 — $50,000 104 119 127 128 134
$50,000 - $55,000 170 197 212 216 229
$55,000 - $60,000 182 209 222 228 241
$60,000 - $75,000 279 331 352 364 385
$75,000 - $100,000 87 101 107 107 113
$100,000 - $125,000 39 51 54 61 66
$125,000 - $150,000 7 8 8 8 9
$150,000 + 0 0 0 0 0
TOTAL 16453 19311 20608 21573 23036

SOURCE: The UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, U.S. Census Bureau special tabulation,

Department of Community Development, 1999.
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Projected Households by Income Group

Table 17 20 defines various income groups by income limits for 4987 1999. The limits were
determined by using Housing and Urban Development (HUD) federal assistance income
limits.- HUD's income limits are based on projected household and family income adjusted for
family size in the Gainesville Metropolitan Statistical Area (MSA). Applying the income
limits in Table 17 20 to the data in Table 16A and 16B 19 generates the number of households
by income group (see Table 18 2% and Table 19 22).

Table 17 Income Limits of Various Income Groups
Income Group Ratio to Median Income 1990 1999
Extremely Low Less than 30% $6625 and below $12810 and below
Very Low Income Between 30% to 50% $6626 - $11042 $12811 - $21350

Low Income

Between 50% to 80%

$11043 -817667

$21351 - $34160

Moderate Income

Between 80% to 120%

$17668 - § 26500

$34161 - $51240

Middle and Upper

120% and higher

$26501 +

$51241 +

Median Income for Alachua County in 1990 = 22084

SOURCE: 1990 U.S. Bureau of Census

HUD Median Family Income for 1999=42700 for a family of four.

SOURCE: HUD Income Limits for 1999

l

Projected Households by Income Group

Table 18
Income Group 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Extremely Low Income 10303 11996 12798 13536 14558
Very Low Income 6623 7515 7938 8303 8929
Low Income 5378 6001 6319 6579 7072
Moderate Income 4043 4512 4746 4948 5302
Middle and Upper 5608 6430 6832 7251 7793
TOTAL 31955 36454 38633 40617 43654

SOURCE: UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, U.S. Census Bureau special

tabulation and Dept. of Community Development, 1999.
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Table 19 Increase in Households by Income Group

Income Group 1995-2000 2000-2005 2005-2010 | Total 1995-2010
Extremely Low Income 802 738 1022 *2562
Very Low Income 423 365 626 *1414
Low Income 318 260 493 1071
Moderate Income 234 202 354 790
Middle and Upper 402 419 542 1363
TOTAL 2179 1984 3037 7200

*The City assumes that 50% or 1988 of the extremely low and very low income households

will be student households.

SOURCE: UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, Dept. of Community Development, 1999.

Based on these projections the City will have to provide 120+ 1103 very extremely low and
very low income housing units by 996 2005 and an additional 978 1648 units by 266+ 2010.
The forecast of projected households by income group indicates that a growing share of
households will be very low income. V-ery Extremely low-income households are projected
to represent approximately 46% 33.3% of the households between 1996-2604 2000-2010
unless economic conditions for the area change (Table 20). The results are not surprising
considering the substantial student population that lives in the City, because students
generally have very low incomes of their own. The City assumes that half of the extremely
low and very low and lew-ineeme households will consist of student households. This

growth in the very low-income category may be-mitigated-increase, however, by-expected
slow-growth-a if the number of students attending the University of Florida continues to

Increase.

Table 20 Percentage of Households by Income Group
Income Group 1990 2000-2005 2005-2010
Extremely Low Income 32.2% 33.2% 33.3%
Very Low Income 20.7% 20.5% 20.4%
Low Income 16.8% 16.3% 16.2%
Moderate Income 12.7% 12.2% 12.2%
Middle and Upper 17.5% 17.8% 17.8%
SOURCE: UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, Dept. of Community Development, 1999.
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HOUSING NEEDS

The City's role in the housing process is to insure an adequate supply of decent, safe, and
sanitary and affordable housing for all income groups currently living or expected to live in
the city. To satisfy this responsibility, the City must determine the housing need of the
community and attract the public and private resources and skills to meet that need.

Number, Type and Tenure of Households

Based on the projected number of households in Table 21, between 1995 and 2000, the City
must add 2191 housing units, 1997 units must be added between 2000 and 2005, and an
additional 3038 housing units, by the year 2010 (see Table 21). The type of housing units
that will be needed is based on housmg development trends in the 01ty Smee—l—QSO—the

Based on this these trends 11996 between 2QQQ gngi ZQQ,S the 01ty w111 need -1—336 1229
single-family units and 1608 876 multi-family units. By 2003+ 2010 Gainesville will need to
add an additional 1088 1888 single-family units and 82+ 1345 multi- fam1ly umts (see Table
22). Single-family units include all detached units, mobile es and

which includ ats, va ilroad cars s; whi multi-family includes all
attached units. and-mobile-homes:

Table 21 HOUSING NEED BY TENURE

1995 2000 2005 2010
Type Number Number Number Number
Owner 17142 18029 19039 20622
Renter 19306 20608 21578 23036
Total 36448 38637 40617 43658

Source: Affordable Housing Needs Assessment, UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, 1999.

Table 22 TOTAL HOUSING NEED BY NUMBER AND TYPE

1995 2000 2005 2010
Type Number Number Number Number
Single-family 22432 24026 25257 27145
Multi-family 15967 17115 17991 19336
Total 38399 41141 43248 46481

Source: Dept. of Community Development, UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, 1999.

36



Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

The 1990 80 Census indicated that of all occupied housing units within the city, 49:3 47,1%
were owner-occupied and 58-7 52.9% were renter-occupied. The higher percent of renter-
occupled units is most llkely due to the large number of students who seek rental apartments.

Size of Household

The proj ections for the size of households indicated that there-will-be-a-continued-need-for-the

jorit 1d ded will hous g one-person and two-person households-and
a—éeeh&e—ﬂ%eﬂeed—fer—hemsmg—lﬂfger—heusehe}ds (See Table 23 26). Projected one- and
two-person households represents approximately 77 64% of new household formations in
2010. This data is not surprlsmg due to the number of students 11v1ng in the 01ty and other
national trends.—F% : :

the pr ectlons f househo de sby a eto determme the nu r of h u eh lds in size ranges.

Table 23 26 HOUSEHOLDS BY HOUSEHOLD SIZE

YEAR 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010
Size of Households

One person 9563 10969 11615 12248 13246
Two persons 10744 12149 12874 13617 14773
Three persons 5448 6247 354 6650 6983 7457
Four persons 4017 188 4589 153 4858 5050 5329
Five persons 13540 15490 1641 1686 1768
Six persons 639 717 % 155 779 822
Seven persons 190 227 243 254 266
Total 31955 36447 38636 40617 43661
SOURCE: UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, Dept. of Community
Development, 1999.

Housing Need By Income Group and Housing Cost
Table 24 27 identifies the projected housing need by income group (using 987 1999 dollars) |

and the maximum housing cost or rent that the various income groups can afford. The
maximum housing cost is limited to 30% of household income. The 30% limit on housing

37 |



Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

cost is based on the State's definition of affordable housing, which states that not more than
30% of household income should be spent on housing cost. That cost includes mortgage or

rental payments taxes 1nsurance and ut111t1es Mmmm.ﬂogda_&m
A eno d’ l C

Table 24 27: HOUSING NEED BY INCOME GROUP

Monthly Maximum

Income Group 1996 2005 20042010 Housing Cost

Very Extremely Low Income 934 738 7601022 less than $336 $320
Yery Low Income 267 365 218 626 $337-$538 $321-$534
Low Income 585260 476 493 $539-$807 $535-$854
Moderate Income 585 202 476 354 $539-$807 $855-$1281
Middle and Upper Income 558 419 455 542 over $807 $1281

Source: Dept. of Community Development, UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing, 1999.

VYacancy Rates

Based on utilities- hookups-as-of April 11988 1990 Census information and the Shimberg
mmm_imm{he vacancy rate for the C1ty of Ga1nesv111e was 5—2—83 6 1%.

Because of the number of students who do
not attend the University of Flonda in the summer, vacancy rates will-always tend to be
higher during summer months (May to August). Vacancy rates over this period can run as
high as 10 to 17 percent. If the summer semester is included, the average annual vacancy rate
for the local area would indicate a range from a low of 6.7 percent to a high of 8.4 percent
given current vacancy levels (Don Emerson Appraisal Company). Aecerding-to-nationally

accepted-estimates; between-a-4%-and-7% The permanent vacancy rate is normally in the 5%
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to 10% range in most communities, which vacaney has been determined to provide
households with an adequate number of housing choices. A vacancy rate lower than 4 5%

indicates a "tight" housing market and over 7 10% indicates a surplus of housing. Based on
this information, the City has determined that a § 8% vacancy rate will be adequate to
maintain a sufficient supply of housing.

Substandard Housing

The elimination of substandard housing is a major concern for the City (see Housing
Conditions pg. #4 15). Housing conditions and the age of the city's housing stock are
determining factors in analyzing the city's substandard housing. A 1982-1992 housing
condition survey indicated that the average housing condition had a rating of 3.6 Son a 4
point scale (4 = Standard Condition). The survey also indicated that 36-4 29.2% of the
housing units had either major or minor code violations (see Table 25 28).

Table 25 28 HOUSING CONDITION

Housing Condition Number of Units Percent

Standard-Good 21927 18286 70.7 63-6%

Substandard-Fair 7420 6819 24.0 23-7%

Substandard 1529 3165 5.0 H-6%

Dilapidated 95 562 3+%

(to be demolished)

Note: Table based on the City's 1992 $982 Housing Condition Survey.
| |

In 1992 1982, 3667 1624 (5.3 12-7%) units of the city's housing stock was either dilapidated
or substandard (needing major repairs). Based on the average household size (254 2.34) and
the number of substandard units (1624 3667), approximately 4} 4.5 percent (9344 3800
persons) of the city's population lived in a deplorable housing situation.

Based on data from the 4980 1990 U.S. Census and the City's Building Division
approximately 83 88% of the city's housing stock was built within the last 37 48 years. Of
major concern is the remaining 47 11.9% (4510 54146 units) that were built in or before 1949.

o -
- wan H S, SHe—0 - ot —a
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Table 26 Year Structure Built

Apr. 1990- | 1989-Mar. | 1985- | 1980- | 1970- | 1960- | 1950- | 1940- [ 1939 or | Total

1998 1990 1988 | 1984 | 1979 | 1969 | 1959 | 1949 | earlier
Gainesville *3473 511 | 2543 | 3971 | 9304 | 8831 4938 | 2620 1890 | 38,081
Unincorpor- o 1562 | 6885 | 9859 | 13516 | 3682 | 1676 763 705 | 38,648
ated (county
minus place)

* Data is based on number of building permits issued.

k%

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing; City of Gainesville Building Division, 1999.

Since 1982 1992, 1281 668 of the 3165 1,529 substandard units have been rehabilitated and

163 80 of the 562 95 dilapidated units have been demolished (see Table 27 39). The City

estimates that 1884 861 units are currently substandard and 339 15 dilapidated units need to
be demolished. The estimate does not include units whieh that have since become
substandard.

Table 2736 HOUSING UNITS TO BE REHABILITATED OR DEMOLISHED

Housing Units Needing Rehabilitation
(major repairs) Since 1992 1983
Housing Units Rehabilitated Since 1992 1982

City funded Owner-Occupied Rehab.
City funded Renter-Occupied Rehab.

Neighborhood Housing Serviee-€ NHDC 30468
Private-Sector-lkehab:

Total Substandard Units Needing Rehabilitation

Dilapidated (from 1992 1982 Housing Conditions Survey)

Dilapidated Units Demolished Since 1992 1982

Total Housing Units to Be Demolished

1529 3165
416 285
131, with 91 in progress 168
480

668 128+

861 1884

95562
80163

15339

Source: Department of Community Development, 2000.
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SPECIAL NEED POPULATIONS

Certain populations in the City must often overcome specific social and economic problems,
which hamper their efforts to attain decent, affordable housing. These populations have
housing needs which should be given special consideration. For the purpose of this housing
analysis the following groups were assessed: elderly, handicapped, female-headed
households, the homeless and students.

Elderly

In 1980 there were 5699 elderly persons living in Gainesville. Elderly persons are defined
here as those persons 65 years of age or older. According to the 1980 Census, elderly persons
represented approximately 7 percent (5699 persons) of the total city population. In 1990 there
were 7,979 elderly persons in Gainesville, an increase of approxi 40 percent. The

7,979 total represented approximately 9.4 percent of the total city population. Appreximately
97-percent-of-these-persons-tivedin This represented approximately 5,233 households, with

3.955 (75.58%) owner-occupied. Financially, 13.00 15-34 percent of the elderly are living in
poverty, The Census-furtherstates-thatthe elderh oecupied 383 4-uni ith- 2826 S

-y -

Based on population projections by the Department-of- Community Development-Shimberg
Center AHNA, the City's elderly population will ey grow from 7% in 1980 to 8.6% (HF78

10,159 persons) of total population by 208+ 2010. It is anticipated that the elderly, as they
live longer, will need special housing assistance to enable them to stay at home longer. The
need for group home facilities may also increase.

Handicapped

Handicapped persons are another group whe-have with special housing needs. Handicapped
persons are defined as those with a disability (mental or physical condition) which has lasted
6 or more months and which limits the kind or amount of work a person can do. According to
the 1980 1990 Census, there were 3689 3,787 persons 16 to 64 years of age with a work-
related disability.

The most significant factor facing the handicapped is the search for a barrier-free living
environment that is affordable. Housing for the handicapped is more expensive due to
modifications that are needed to make units accessible, however, income levels for the
handicapped are no higher than those of other city residents. Thus, handicapped persons not
only face accessibility problems but also affordable housing enes-as-wel problems. Reeently; |
t The Fair Housing Act was amended to address handicapped discrimination. It requires
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increased handicapped accessibility for certain new multi-family dwelling units. This should
alleviate some housing accessibility problems handicapped persons are facing today.

Female-Headed Household

According to the 1990 1980 Census, female-headed households with no husband present
represented 42-1 12.5 percent of total occupied households in Gainesville. Approximately 7%
5.5 percent of these households have their own children under 18 years of age. Financially,
female-headed households earn approximately 57 percent of median family income due to the
absence of a second wage earner in the home. Of the Fhere-were 2354 2,345 families in
poverty, 47 61 percent of these households were headed by females with no husband present.

Due to the levels of inerease-in out-of-wedlock births, divorce and separation rates, the
number of one-parent households has continued to increase. When it comes to housing, the
needs of this group are not much different than those of other families that have a limited
income for housing. The provision of housing for all low-income households will insure the
availability of housing for one-parent households. :

Homeless Population

More Americans are homeless now than at
any other time since the Great Depression, despite the growing awareness of this complex
problem. In order to ease the plight of the homeless, most experts agree that what is needed
most is decent housing--emergency, transitional, and special family centers as well as
permanent, low-cost housing.

One major difficulty in providing shelters for the homeless is trying to project the size of the
homeless population. The difficulty is that the homeless population changes constantly in

response to the economy and unemployment ﬂmmmmqmmmmmg_@g
Countv Of this number 239 or 30% have been

ewi %0 t re f

qu—ﬁwt—}éﬁeﬁhe—s&mm}sme}ved—ekﬂdw& Th1s is an 1nd1cat10n ag that the homeless
population is now vastly different from several-years-age prior to the 1980’s, when it mostly

consisted of single males.

Currently there are fous 6 shelters serving the area. with-only-two-of these-shelters-serving
homeless-families: All of these facilities are temporary emergency help facilities. The

following is a list of shelters that serve the homeless:
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Shelter Providers Capacity
1. The Salvation Army 12 16 beds for men, 4 for women, |
accommodates families if
necessary.
2. St. Francis House 30 15 beds, 9 for men;-women |
individuals and 21 for persons
in and families-(Gifnecessary)-
3. Sexual and Physically 30 15 beds for eligible women |
Abused Resource Center and their families
4. Interface Runaway Youth Shelter 16 12 beds for youth ’
5._Arbor House 1 e regnant
women hers with
newborns
6._Interfaith Hospitality Network ists of a netw f chur
and synagogues that provide
shelter and meals for4to 5
amili exceeding 1
persons
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fro 0.951 in 1995 and 40,372 in 1 is increa

increased the need for additional housing for students.
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Projected Housing Construction Needs

Table 28 33 specifies the number of new housing units that must be provided in the city to
meet the needs of the projected population for the twe planning periods. Between $989 2000
and 1996 2005, new construction should average 352 421 units per year and 46+ 644 units per
year between $996 2005 and 2064 2010 to meet the needs of new households. Some of these
new housing needs will be provided by existing approved developments in the city and urban
area.

Furthermore, the City estimates that 884 861 units are currently substandard. The City will
need to rehabilitate or demolish 225 86 substandard units each year in order to eliminate
existing substandard conditions by the year 200+ 2010. To compound this problem, an
average of 25 units are becoming substandard each year during this time frame.
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Table 28 33 HOUSING CONSTRUCTION NEEDS
2000-2005 annual 2005-2010 annual
New Household formations 1984 397 3037 607
Units to maintain
1% V cy Rate 121 24 185 7

Total New Construction 2105 421 3222 644
Substandard Units to be Rehab. 1099 157 55 157

its becomin ndard 125 25 125 25
Total Substandard Units 1214182 010 — 182
to be Rehabilitated
Dilapidated Units to be
Demolished 233 33 166 33

SOURCE: Dept. of Community Development, UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing.

LAND USE REQUIREMENTS

In order to meet future housing needs, the Comprehensive Plan must designate enough
residential land to accommodate new housing construction. The following section will
indicate that no additional land will be needed for the replacement and rehabilitation of
existing substandard units.

Vacant Land Use Inventory

Based on a vaeant residential land-use capacity inventory (Table 29 34) the city has 18971+
roximatel acres of undeveloped vacant land designated for residential use. Of this
land 82 59.0% is de51gnated for s1ng1e farmly use, 17 _QQ% for mult1 famlly and —88 5% for
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The vacant residential land use inventory indicates that expected growth can be
accommodated within the existing Land Use Plan. However, the figure of 1897 993 acres is

may be misleading because not all of this land is easily developable. Although Table 29 is
very conservative in the estimates of residential acreage available, and land obviously located
in Seme@f—th&s«laﬁd}s—leeated—m the 100-year ﬂoodplam or in wetlands was not included,

e environment other e
d_s_@l_gpmgut Another important factor concerns the supply of land, which is controlled by
private owners who may not wish to sell or develop their land. For these reasons, the City
must designate more residential land than necessary to keep market prices competitive, and-te
encourage more infill development and less urban sprawl outside city limits, and encourage

nore investment in the ci Ider residential neigh ods in order to I
attractive places to live.
Table 29 Residential Capacity
Zoning Description Available | Available | Dwelling | Total Proposed
District Single- Vacant Units Dwelling | Population
Family DU | Acreage Per Acre | Units at Increment
Lots Buildout at Buildout

RSF-1 Single Family, 3.5 dwac 400 211.10 3.5 1,139 2,681
RSF-2 Single Family, 4.6 du/ac 308 16.29 4.6 383 901
RSF-3 Single Family, 5.8 du/ac 312 76.40 5.8 755 1,778
RSF-4 Single Family, 8.0 dw/ac 149 21.69 8.0 323 759
RMF-5 Single /Multi-family, 12.0 du/ac 113 94.59 8.0 870 2,047
RMF-6 Multi-family, 10-15 du/ac 13 193.63 10.0 1,949 4,589
RMF-7 Multi-family, 14-21 du/ac 14 30.88 14.0 446 1,051
RMF-8 Multi-family, 20-30 du/ac 8 4.37 20.0 95 225
RC Residential Conservation, 12.0 du/ac 330 330 777
MH Mobile Home, 12.0 du/ac 5.00 12.0 60 141
RMU Residential Mixed Use, to 75 du/ac 0.76 20.0 15 36
RH-1 Res. High Density, 20-43 du/a 8 9.91 25.0 256 602
RH-2 Res. High Density, 43-100 du/ac 1.54 30.0 46 109
PD/Resid. Planned Development Residential 867 867 2,041
Sub total 2,522 666.16 7,534 17,736
Greenways of Gainesville D.R.I.

Single Family 1,177 261.40 1,177 2,770

Multiple Family 804 65.90 804 1,892
Sub total 1,981 327.30 1,981 4,662
TOTAL 4,503 993.46 9,515 22,398
Source: City of Gainesville, Department of Community Development, March 2000.

Note: Average household size used to calculate the population at buildout is 2.354 persons per household.
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Helding-Residential Capacity

@MQMMMM Based on the average household size of 245
2.354 in 2000 by—the—year—zeg-l- these units can accommodate approx1mately ;_14-909 2,39

HOUSING: THE PRIVATE SECTOR

Existing Housing Market

Sreduee-d de-vartety-of-houstee pete—an FHU S tel
ivate homebui affili wit inesville Builder’ iation. Table 36
shows the number and dollar value of new homes that have received building permits since
19801991. A total of 4453 3,343 residential building permits were issued for new housing
between 1980 1991 and-1989 1998, an average of 495 418 permits a year, down from an
average of 495 permits a year between 1980 and 1989. Single-family permits account for 48
47%, and multi-family 52 53%. Due to the fact that some construction projects take years to
complete, even though the building permits were issued, the City uses Certificates of
Occupancy (CO's) to determine the number of units that are actually being built per year. The
CO's reﬂect a more accurate account of bu11d1ng constructlon act1v1ty Between1980-and
: : : or-year: Be eenllnd
885 for multiple

3—79—The average cost of a ba51c 1 400 square foot s1ngle-fam11y home has-lncreased from the
$44 000 - $49 700 range in 1980 to the $56 700 $63 700 range in 1987. AS_CQLfiu:Lg_tSLb.Q

land pr1ces and s1te development costs of developers Lan costs as advertised-in-the
Gainesville-Sun-estimated by the City of Gainesville can add $12;060$15,000 to $46;606
MMMDQQQMO the cost of housmg dependlng on the locatlon within the

city or the urban area. A

Mﬁ,ﬂmhmu " m A]achua Countv in 1998 was $LOO 296 while
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TABLE 30: Housing Construction Activity 1991-1998

Single- Multi-

Family Family : Total
Year Units Total Value Value/Unit | Units Total Value Value/Unit | Units
1998 196 14,859,576 75,814 225 10,712,664 47,612 421
1997 160 13,389,552 83,685 197 8,836,452 44,855 357
1996 209 16,998,352 81,332 60 1,436,712 23,945 269
1995 215 17,375,824 80,818 327 8,780,310 26,851 542
1994 258 20,276,936 78,593 567 10,909,792 19,241 825
1993 285 21,179,840 74,315 324 10,332,234 31,890 609
1992 158 7,800,504 49,370 71 2,795,936 39,379 229
1991 88 4,443,754 50,497 42 667,876 15,902 130
TOTAL 1569 [ $116,324,338 1813 $54,471,976 3382
Value/Unit $74,139 $30,045

Source: City of Gainesville Building Division, 1999,

A comparison of the average cost of construction in-Fable-37 nationwide of approximately
$61 per square foot according to the U.S. Census Bureau and the per unit value in Table 30 36
indicates that the City's valuation of construction is not consistent with the true cost of
housing construction. The Clty s current valuatlon is based on a cost of -$%0—99—te—$2—1—99 $35
per square foot compa 3
square-foet. The C1ty s current valuatlon at ﬁrst glance gives the impression that the this city
should not have an affordable housing problem.

thi-s these data it appears the pnvate sector can prov1de housmg at various pnce ranges from
new construction to the resale of existing houses.

Price of Housing

A review of the Year-To-Date Summ
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Table 31 Real Estate Trend Indicator - 1997
Report Period: Jan 1, 1997 through Dec 31, 1997
Single-Family Unit Sales Apartment, Single- Apartment,
Number of Bedrooms Condo/ Co-Op Family Condo/Co-Op
Price Class fe:: 3 ;:rre Unit Sales Ll:ft‘lll\l/lg;nill‘ld Llos;u]\l/lgjnl;?}?d
$29,999 or under 23 16 2 42 34 49
$30,000 - $39,999 24 19 3 62 73 73
$40,000 - $49,999 32 81 5 91 114 25
$50,000 - $59,999 27 84 7 53 132 12
$60,000 - $69,999 48 106 12 46 137 15
$70,000 - $79,999 17 149 10 56 130 19
$80,000 - $89,999 22 175 18 26 152 28
$90,000 - $99,999 15 148 24 8 172 15
$100,000 - $119,999 6 269 69 3 276 2
$120,000 - $139,999 6 121 119 3 200 20
$140,000 - $159,999 0 54 81 0 159 1
$160,000 - $179,999 1 41 54 0 101 0
$180,000 - $199,999 0 20 56 1 121 0
$200,000 - $249,999 0 17 57 1 107 0
$250,000 - $299,999 0 9 33 0 57 0
$300,000 - $399,999 1 2 24 0 55 0
$400,000 - $499,999 0 1 12 0 7 0
$500,000 and over 0 0 1 0 25 0
Totals 222 | 1312 587 392 2052 259
Median (thousands) 62.0 91.5 144.4 50.0 107.3 44.5
Mean (thousands) 62.7| 97.1| 1649 55.1 134.8 57.7

Source: Gainesville-Alachua County Association of Realtors, 1998.

I |
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Table 32 Real Estate Trend Indicator - 1998
Report Period: Jan 1, 1998 through Dec 31, 1998
Single-Family Unit Sales Apartment, Single-Family | Apartment,
Number of Bedrooms Condo/ Co-Op | Listings End | Condo/Co-Op
Price Class 2 or 3 1o Unit Sales of Month Listings End
less more of Month

$29,999 or under 22 27 1 43 24 60
$30,000 - $39,999 21 20 1 42 49 36
$40,000 - $49,999 35 63 6 85 123 28
$50,000 - $59,999 20 82 23 7 162 29
$60,000 - $69,999 49 93 10 60 162 13
$70,000 - $79,999 31 131 17 66 186 22
$80,000 - $89,999 28 124 17 . 46 179 76
$90,000 - $99,999 19 175 20 16 115 15
$100,000 - $119,999 12 263 65 14 305 23
$120,000 - $139,999 5 158 102 4 226 4
$140,000 - $159,999 4 73 86 0 154 0
$160,000 - $179,999 1 48 63 0 103 0
$180,000 - $199,999 0 19 54 0 108 1
$200,000 - $249,999 0 22 80 0 131 2
$250,000 - $299,999 0 8 50 0 95 0
$300,000 - $399,999 0 0 39 0 56 0
$400,000 - $499,999 0 1 13 0 18 0
$500,000 and over il 1 9 1 16 1
Totals 248 [ 1308 656 434 2212 260
Median (thousands) 66.9 97.0 | 1543 59.0 107.1 52.3
Mean (thousands) 68.1 | 100.3 | 179.6 61.3 132.2 63.8

Source: Gainesville-Alachua County Association of Realtors, 1999.

I

|
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The multiple listing service year-to-date summary report also indicated that approximately
82% of the re51dent1a1 11st1ngs sold leavmg an estimated 350 to 400 units on the market.

$55 Toms Se1 20 Katovese 199750 1008,

Tenure and Type

Based on the data about new housing construction and the real estate sales market (acceptable
vacancy rates for all types of units) it appears that the private sector has provided an adequate
amount of housing units to meet the need for both single-family and multi-family units.
During the last seven 8 years 48 47% of the building permits issued has been for single-family
units and 52 53% for multi-family units. It is assumed that all single-family units being built
are for owner occupancy and the majority of multi-family units being built are for renter
occupancy.

Income Group

It appears that the private sector can provide 100% of the housing needs of moderate, middle
and upper income household and a portion of low-income household needs. The private sector
has difficulty providing housing at a profit for extremely low-and very low-income and a
large portion of the low-income group.

¥ery Extremely L.ow-Income

This income group has a maximum housing cost expenditure of approximately $336 $320 a
month for a family of 4 four. Based on the limited income of this group, housing construction
costs, land and site development costs, the private sector cannot provide adequate housing at a
price this group can afford without some type of subsidy. Based on a conventional fixed rate
30-year mortgage at 10 7.5%, the maximum mortgage that this group could afford, (within the
affordable housrng 1ndex) 1s $2§-0(—)9 $45,QQQ With average lot pnces for s1ng1e fam1ly
housing in-the area-ranein -3 S0 -6
(—reperted—m—t—he—@&meswl-%e—&m—) gﬁt;matgd at anywhere from $1§,£]ﬂ§1 to $§Q,QQ!! and upw. ;u;_d_s
of $100,000 and the average cost of housing construction at $43-60 $60-$70 per square foot,
the private sector cannot provide housing for very extremely low-income groups.

Very Low-Income

The very low-income group consists of a family of 4 that can only spend $337 $321 to $538
$534 a month on housmg cost Eorthese b Households uho whlgh can only afford to spend
$321-$400 exle : he-same-finan : OEY-8X 3
he&sehelés%ﬂms—gfe&p can only afford housmg that isin the $2§—009 $45,QQQ to $30—000
$55,000 range. For very low-income households that can afford housing expenses above
$400, the private sector housing market does offer some hope. Analysis of the real estate
market indicates that there is existing housing on the market that can meet the needs of this
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income group. The majority of housing for this group consists of housing in older
neighborhoods, town houses and apartments. This housing has a cost between $35.600
$60,000 and $50;000 $80.000. The neighborhood filtering process plays a very important role
in the housing framework for low-income households.

Low, Moderate, Middle and Upper Income Group

The low-income group consists of those families of four that can afford to pay between $535

and $854 a month on housing cost. Fhis The moderate, middle and upper-income group
consists of those four person households that can afford to pay at least $539 $855 a month for

housing cost. The private sector, through the existing resale housing market and new
construction, currently provides housing for this these income groups in a variety of housing

types.

HOUSING DELIVERY PROCESS

This section of this Element analyzes two administrative processes that influence the supply
and affordability of housing: government regulation and mortgage financing.

Regulatory Framework

The production of housing involves the coordination of a group of individuals: land owners,
homebuilders, building material suppliers, and financial institutions, as well as City
government. In order to determine what regulatory issues are affecting the production of
housing in Gainesville, the City surveyed homebuilders and asked them to rank or list issues
in the order that have most significantly affected their ability to build housing in Gainesville.
The following are the results of that survey:

ISSUE RANKING
Zoning and Subdivision Approvals

Land Availability

Land Cost

Building Code Inspection
Environmental Constraints
Inadequate Infrastructure
Construction Financing

N AW RN

Source: City Mail Survey
The ranking lists zoning and subdivision approvals as the number 1 issue. However, the

following discussion will show that this issue may be more of a perception problem than a
real problem.
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Zoning and Subdivision Approvals, and Environmental Regulations

Between 1994 1984 and 1999 1987, 18 35 requests for residential rezoning have been
presented to the city (Table 33 0). Sixteen Fwenty-twe of the petitions were approved; and 2
5 were denied;-and-8-were-withdrawn. Of those 16 22 requests that were approved, 6 ealy-2
involved changes from a nonresidential use to a residential use, 5 beth of which were
approved. Based on Planning Department files, most requests for residential rezonings have
been approved, but and there have been more just-as-smany requests to have residential land
rezoned for non-residential uses. There have also been more req uests for rezonin g,mmu
land to mixed- ning classificati would allow ffic ntia

ether. Thi ts th ati mixed-use zoning districts in 1992, Zoning
and subdivision approvals are usually granted within 6 months of the submission date.

Due to the environmentally sensitive nature of some undeveloped land in the city, delays in
approvals are caused by the need for additional studies and adjustments to plans in order to
protect the environment and the community. These studies often cause unanticipated delays
that may add to the costs and frustrations of the developer. ]

Table 33 40 RESIDENTIAL ZONING CHANGES
1994-1999 19841987
Within Within
Total To Residential  Residential

Results Residential % Residential  (up) (down)
Approved 2216 63 89 25 H46 65
Denied 52 H11 01 31 20
*Other 8 23 0 7 1
Total 3518 100 26 247 95

Source: Dept. of Community Development Petition Files, January 2000.
“Potiti "y nalach —

Land Availability and Land Cost

Land availability and land cost were ranked second and third respectively by homebuilders as
being problems for developing housing in the city. Land is one of the most critical resources
in the housing delivery system. The supply and location of vacant land, in addition to its
price, has a significant impact on the production and distribution of residential development.
The supply of land that is available for residential development is almost always controlled by
private land owners who may not wish to sell or develop their property, thereby, effectively
reducing the supply of land. The other factor that affects the supply of land is whether the
land that is available can be used for development. If not, the supply is further reduced.
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The Vacant Residential Land Use Inventory discussed earlier in this Element explained that
the city has available land zoned for residential use to accommodate expected future growth
through the year 2004 2010. A major factor that will affect the availability of this land is that
over 50% of the vacant residential land has environmental constraints that make housing
development more difficult and expensive. This usually drives land prices up for available
land.

Nationally, land costs now comprise one-fourth of the cost of a new singlé—family home
compared to 10% thirty 40 years ago (National Association of Homebuilders). If current
trends continue, in another thirty 30 years, lot costs will exceed those for materials and labor.
Based on a survey of the Gainesville Homebuilders Association, land costs in Gainesville
represent approximately 21% of housing cost.

Based on lot sale prices, lot prices in the city are higher than in the urban area outside of city
limits for a comparable lot. Lot prices follow the basic economic laws of supply and demand.
When demand is greater than the supply of land on the market, then land prices are higher.
Land prices are usually in the most demand closer to amenities that the consumer feels are
most important, near urban services, the work place, shopping, etc., which is usually in the
city. Further away from urban services, land prices tend to be lower.

The City has taken the initiative to provide lower cost housing by trying-te-marketing a tract
of land it owns to be developed into affordable housing. The City currently owns $39-131 lots
on 35 acres of land located in the Gebb%es{eﬂe—M-Heed—Gse Cedar Grove [[ Project area in

1 me gf L]:us [epgrt, 23 hgm es are comp g;ggi ﬁ,ﬂd 1 ! more are ung ggnslmgt;gn The Clty is

eﬁhw—s—&te—m—th&—ﬁeai‘—ﬁm}m- gtmg as ngglgpg; gf thls p:_q;ggt, h;gh bm d out will

13 af uilt single- 1 v W= I W- rate-

the Cit i wh mes at an affor v idies availab u llﬁ

include land grants (value of $13.500), down payment assistance and below-market second
mortgages among other forms of assistance.

Financing

One of the maJ or constraints for many families is securing the ﬁnancmg to purchase a home




Housing Element — 51CPA-00 PB
Data and Analysis

The major drawback for many households seem to be saving for the down payment and
closing costs associated with buying a home. Wn pa;

cases, ﬂuctuatlons in the 1nterest rates prevent persons from quahfylng for loans Table 34 43
reveals the impact that an increase in interest rates has on the number of people that can afford
amortgage. The interest rates at the time of this writing range from 40 7.38 to 465 8.62%; on
a $50, 000 mortgage payment for pnn01pa1 and interest w111 range from $439 $324 to $476

: duce 1t-10-$300-t0-$367- An
tes up t % increa i m $439 t This
reduetion increase in interest rates would allew prevent more families e from purchasinge a
home.
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Table 34 Interest Rates/Monthly Payments

Loan Interest Rates/Monthly Payments
Amount

6.5% | 7% 7.5% | 8% 8.5% |9% 9.5% | 10% 10.5%

$20,000 | $126 | $133 | $140 | $147 | $154 | $161 | $168 | $176| $183

$25,000 158 166 175 183 192 201 210 219 229

$30,000 190 200 210 220 231 241 252 263 274

$35,000 221 233 245 257 269 282 294 307 320

$40,000 253 266 280 294 308 322 336 351 366

$45,000 | 284 299 315] 330 346 | 362 378 | 395 | 412

$50,000 316 333 350 367 384 402 420 439 457

$55,000 348 366 385 404 423 443 462 483 503

$60,000 380 399 420 440 461 483 505 527 549

$65,000 411 432 454 | 477 500 523 547 570 595

$70,000 442 466 489 514 538 | 563 589 614 640

$75,000 474 499 524 550 577 603 631 658 686

$80,000 506 532 5597 1 587 615 644 673 702 732

$85,000 537 566 | 594 624 654 684 715 746 778

$90,000 569 599 629 660 692 724 757 790 823

$95,000 600 632 664 697 | 730 764 799 834 869

$100,000 632 665 699 734 769 805 841 878 915

Source: Fannie Mae Foundation, Opening The Door To A Home Of Your Own, 1996.

| | l | | | | | |

The data suggests that an effective way to the increase number of persons who can afford to
purchase a home would be for the City, with the cooperation of lending institutions to develop
a down-payment loan program for young families, and a mortgage interest rate reduction fund
program.

A AFFORDABLE
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City has adequate infrastructure capacity to provide affordable housing and a transfer of
development rights incentive was determined not to yet be a viable alternative.

Expedited Permitting

The total cost of a housing unit can rise significantly with the time and expense of obtaining
the proper permits for construction or rehabilitation. The City’s First Step Program is
available for private and non-profit housing developers for assistance in finding suitable sites
for low-income housing and providing preliminary information to help get projects started.
The guidance concerning development procedures and requirements received at First Step is
also a way for developers to avoid wasting time trying to find different pieces of information
from different city departments.

Historic Preservation Review Process

Within the three historic districts of the City are opportunities for the development of .
a ffordable housmg The AHAC found that }nstonc preservatlon 1s a desuable actmty_' in th .

_that housmg pla.ns that meet these gmdelmes should be automatically ap annroved bv the
Historic Preserv_atx on Board staff. Although this has niot yet happened. NHDC has a set. of %

designs that have been approved for new housing in the Pleasant Street Historic District.
More housing units with the same design have been reviewed and approved by the Historic -
Preservation Board with minimal delays. thus speeding up the prov1s1on of affordable housmg
in the district. Because each historic district has unique characteristics. pre-approved

‘guidelines should be specific to each individual historic dlstrlct and should meet pp_hcabl
sspecific situations.

Zoning

Zoning regulations determine the type of land use activity and the intensity of use on a piece
of property. Sometimes, zoning regulations can act as an impediment to affordable housing,

either by prohibiting certain types of lower cost housing units or limiting densities so that
more affordable, higher density housing activities such as apartments and townhouses are
restricted. Minimum lot size can lead to higher cost units because of the higher price of the
land. Individual setback requirements can increase costs by reducing the amount of buildable
area on lots. The AHAC determined that the City Land Development Regulations allow for a
wide range of housing at various densities and do not pose a serious barrier to the provision of
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affordable housing. The regulations include density bonus points as an incentive to develop
higher density residential units.

HOUSING PROGRAMS

Provision and Siting of Extremely Low, Very-Low, and Low- and-Moderate Income
Housing / Infrastructure Availability

It is the City's objective to provide scattered housing sites for the development of low and
moderate income housing throughout the city by developing and providing pro grams that can
be nged in all parts of the mhr At—the—p;e&e&t—t-w’m Ayprommatel" 22% ofthe ¢ Uu_y s Pubhu
housing and 28% of the Clty s Section 8 rental assistance units are located in what was once
referred to as Planning District 13. This Southeast Quadrant contains esly-7-4% less than
10% of the city's population but a disproportionate percentage of the low-income housing. To
enable low and moderate-income households the opportunity to live in other parts of the city
and to limit the concentration of housing in the Southeast, existing and future programs must
encourage housing throughout Gainesville. Infrastructure can be provided for residential
development throughout the City. Based on analysis from the City's Stormwater Management
(Drainage), Water/Wastewater and Traffic Circulation Elements, it has been determined that
infrastructure is available to meet the needs of existing and future low-income households.

Cltv continues to assist the Neighborhood Housmg and Develonment Comoratmrl (NHDC)

Habitat for Humanity, the Gainesville Builder’s Association Home Ownership Possibilities
for Everyone (H.O.P.E.) program and other not-for-profit housing providers in their efforts to
contract new affordable homes for low income families via land donations when available and
technical assistance. The City also owns scattered sites within the city limits, sufficient to
build approximately +50 180 housing units. The Gainesville Housing Authority Section 8
program provides certificates that can be used for housing throughout the city. These
programs along with the owner and renter rehabilitation programs are capable of providing
affordable housing in-al-parts-of throughout the city for low-income families.

The City should study an innovative method that may provide more affordable infill housing.
This method would provide financial incentives and eliminate time delays in gathering

permits. The City would provide several free building permits for specific locations where it
has been determined that affordable housing should be encouraged. These genmts would be

“‘on the shelf.” and available for housing contractors to pull.

Initially, affordable housing designs would be chosen in a design competition after being -
evaluated on energy efficiency, water conservation and other criteria. The best designs would

be taken to neighborhood associations, affordable housing advisory groups and local
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government grofessmnals The neighborh ood would either accept or reject each proposed
design. as they deemed fit for their ne1ghborhood The final desmns would then be fully
processed and readily available to any entity that chooses to build in those locations.

Due to the fact that existing programs will not meet all the needs of extremely low, very-low

and low-income households, other programs must be utilized. The City anticipates that
participation by private industry and not-for-profit organizations in the State affordable

housing programs such as the State Apaﬁme&t—kreen%we—Lean—(SM—L}-ngmm—and—the
Elorida Homeownership-Assistance-RProgram Housing Initiative Program (S.H.LP.) will help

the C1ty meet the needs of extremely low-, very- low and low-income families. The SAI—L

wide vanetv of housmq needs for current and future homeowncrs The programs and services
include purchase assistance for downpayments and closing costs, homebuyer training, housing
rehabilitation, emergency repair, special needs housing for groups such as the homeless or
teenage mothers, and mortgage foreclosure to help income-eligible households avoid
foreclosure.

Sadowski Affordab]e Housmg Act enacted in 1992 allocates a portion of new and SXIStll‘lE

documentary stamp taxes on deeds and mortgages for the development and maintenance of

affordable housing. The money is distributed on a formula basis to cities and counties. This
is the funding that makes up the S.H.I.P. program.

Elimination of Substandard Housing Conditions

The total number of substandard units is-was estimated at 1624 units by the Housing
Conditions Survey of 1992, compared to 1844 units in the previous plan period. In order to
eliminate these substandard conditions and prevent additional units from becoming
substandard, the City has developed a Housmg Ae—t-}eﬂ— nd Commumty Dcvelopmen
Consolidated Plan. This is a five-ye b <
eradieate-substandard-housine comprehenswe assessment strategv and actlon plan for

various community development activities within the City. The intent is to provide a unified
vision for addressing the many needs of very-low, low and moderate-income residents,
including housing needs. The housing plan utilizes the following programs to address the
problems of substandard housing:
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Housing Inspection Program - The Code Enforcement Division implements the City's
Minimum Housing Code, inspecting housing units considered dangerous throughout the City.

Homeowner Rehabilitation Program - Funded through the CDBG and HOME programs, this
program rehabilitates owner-occupied housing units in six 10 target areas.

Rental Rehabilitation Program - Funded primarily through HUD's-Rental-Rehabilitation the
HOME program, this program rehabilitates renter-occupied units peryear throughout the City
but primarily in the 10 designated target areas.

Housing Initiatives Program - This is a cooperative effort between the City and private
agencies 1o provide housing opportunities for low-income households. The City Housing
Division coordinates 6 S.H.I.P. committees to ensure community-wide input for more
affordable housing. The program includes Neighberhood-Heusing-Serviees;-United

Gainesville-Comumunity Development-Cerperation NHDC, the Gainesville Builders
Association HOPE program, and Habitat for Humanity and other not-for-profit housing

providers in their efforts to provide affordable housing.

Allow Sites for Mobile Homes

The City of Gainesville Code-ef-Ordinances{See-29-48) 1991-2001 Comprehensive Plan

allows the development of mobile homes parks in areas designated Residential-Low (up to 12

units per acre) on the Future Land Use Map Gmanufaet-umd—housmg—) Hafeugh—the—planmé

d*stﬂet Manufactured homes meetmg the Southem Standard Bulldlng Code standards are
permitted by right in all residential districts. There are currently eight 9 licensed mobile home
parks in the city and 2+ 17 in the urban area outside of city limits (See Maps 6 5 and-#). The
moblle home parks in the 01ty contain a total of 665 999 mobile home spaces. County-parks

e-urban-area-ee aces: Currently there are 485 5
acres of Vaca.nt land zoned for the development of mobile homes in the city that could provide
an additional 60 (available acreage times 12) mobile home spaces. Since 1982 only one
request was made for rezoning into the RM district, which was approved.

Based on the data presented, it is clear that the County provides more opportunities for siting
mobile homes in the urban area than the City does. In order for the City to provide adequate
sites for mobile homes in the future, the City's Land Use Plan must designate land for mobile
homes. Fhe Land Development Regulations Use-Rlan-should allow mobile homes in mobile
home parks under a mediurm-to-high low-density residential land use category. The City's
zoning code sheuld-alse does reflect the fact that manufactured housing is a residential use
and sheuld-be is allowed by-speeial-permit in residential areas when built to the Standard
Building Code. The existing zoning code requires that land for mobile homes be designated

to an-RM MH (mobile home residential district) zening-disteiet.
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CITY OF GAINESVILLE
HOUSING CONDITIONS SURVEY

SURVEY COMPLETED BY THE CODES ENFORCEMENT '
DIVISION OF THE COMMUNITY IMPROVEMENT DEPARTMENT

JUNE 1992

REPORT PREPARED BY THE DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY
DEVELOPMENT
JUNE 1993



OVERALL SURVEY RESULTS

The City of Gameswlle has a total of 30,971 dwelling units by physical count. On a scale
from one (worst) to four (best), the average dwelling unit has a 3.6 rating. This survey
was conducted by the City of Gainesville Code Enforcement Division of the Community
Improvement Department, and evaluates the exterior condition of housing units.
Surveyors evaluated both the extent of deterioration and the number of major and minor
code violations detected in each unit. Housing conditions in the City were determined
using the following rating system:

DILAPIDATED (1)

a dwelling or dwelling unit deteriorated in excess of 50% of its value or with numerous
major violations.

SUBSTANDARD (2)

(major repairs) a dwelling or dwelling unit with numerous minor violations or a
combination of major and minor violations valued at less than 50% of the unit.

SUBSTANDARD (3)
(minor repairs) a dwelling or dwelling unit with three or more minor violations only.
STANDARD (4)

a dwelling or dwelling unit that substantially meets the conditions of the Minimum
Housing Code with two or less minor violations.

TO DETERMINE THE DWELLING'S CLASSIFICATION, THE FOLLOWING
VISUAL INSPECTION VIOLATION BREAKDOWN WAS USED:

MINOR VIOLATIONS

1. Broken, missing or cracked window panes (one violation each window).

2. Damaged or missing window and door screcn§ (one violation each instance).
3. Exterior wood surface with deteriorated or lacking paint.

4. Deteriorated wood trim (small amount only).

5. Minor roof violation.

6. Trash and debris on premises. '



MAJOR VIOLATIQONS

1. Multiple instancés of minor violations (e.g. numerous broken windows).
2. Deteriorated exterior wood siding and/or support members.

3. Major roof deterioration.

4. Improper piers, sagging, leaning or other structural defects.

5. Inadequate electrical service

COMPARATIVE BREAKDOWN OF HOUSING CONDITIONS

RATING 1992 1982 1992 1982
1 95 502 3% . 1.74%
2 1529 3165 5.0% 11.0%
3 7420 6819 24.0% 23.7%
4 21927 18287 70.7% 63.5%
TOTAL : 30971 28773 100% 100%
Total units

not meeting 9044 10486 29.2% 36.4%
standard

NEIGHBORHQOD DIVISION

The City of Gainesville is divided into 47 Neighborhood Planning Areas (NPA's), shown
on Map 1. A survey was conducted in June of 1992 in each NPA to determine the
number of housing units and their condition. The results of this survey are depicted in
Table 1. This table shows the total number of housing units in each NPA, and using the
above rating system (one=worst to four=best), the number of housing units classifed by
condition.

Several NPA's have a significant number of dilapidated and substandard housing units
needing major repair. Maps 2 is a graphical representation of the percentage of housing
units in each NPA that fall into the substandard categories of dilapidated (a condition
rating of "1") or needing major repair ( a condition rating of "2"). NPA's 4, 14, 18, 19,
and 41 have the highest percentage of units falling into these categories. In each of these
NPA's between 21 and 40 percent of the units are classified as substandard, with the
exception of NPA 19, where 83% of the housing units have been classified as dilapidated
or substandard needing major repair, NPA 4 has the highest number of dilapidated units



with 54 units being rated a "1". This is over half of the total number of units rated a "1" in
the City.

AVERAGE CONDITION

The average housing unit in the City of Gainesville has a 3.6 housing condition rating.
Table 2 shows the average rating for housing units in each Neighborhood Planning Area
and indicates whether the average condition is above or below the City average. There
are 18 NPA's where the average housing condition rating is below the City average.

CONCLUSION

This housing conditions survey has determined that 29% of the housing units in the City
of Gainesville are in substandard condition, 5% of which are considered to be dilapidated
or in need of major repair. In comparison to the 1982 Housing Conditions Survey, this
percentage is 7% lower and shows that the City has been making progress in reducing the
number of housing units that do not meet the standard. The number of units in dilapidated
condition have been significantly decreased since 1982. However, housing units that are
classified as either dilapidated or substandard continue to present pressing health and
safety concerns. According to the City of Gainesville 1991-2001 Comprehensive Plan,
the City will monitor housing conditions and conduct a windshield survey every 4 years.
The City will continue to utilize federal, state and local resources and housing programs
to address housing rehabilitation needs in the future. _

NOTE: Survey results are representative of the city limits prior to the June 1992
annexation. Proposed amendments to the Housing Element of the City of Gainesville
Comprehensive Plan indicate that a housing conditions survey of all housing units ,
annexed by the City in 1992 will be completed by the year 1995. '
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HOUSING CONDITIONS

TABLE 1

NPA 4 3 2 1 TOTAL
1 185 75 18 5 283
2 172 101 37 1 311
3 1080 130 9 0 1229
4 287 244 111 5 696
5 530 119 6 0 655
6 980 276 10 0 1266
7 71 62 13 1 147
8 616 155 2 0 773
9 CAMPUS

10 1117 74 1 0 1192
11 334 13 0 0 347
12 212 104 0 0 316
13 594 186 22 1 813
14 149 90 116 0 355
15 670 285 9 0 064
16 660 142 8 0 810
17 135 183 37 0 355
18 76 39 51 1 167
19 14 37 234 8 293
20 846 911 9 0 1766
21 401 476 9 0 886
22 627 30 1 0 658
23 316 3 0 0 319
24 330 222 0 0 552
25 292 134 41 0 467
26 593 419 94 1 1107
27 INDUS.

28 47 91 18 0 156
29 821 281 101 3 1206
30 PARK

31 194 62 4 1 261
32 752 103 23 4 882
33 NO NPA

34 542 63 0 0 605
35 1025 17 0 0 1042
36 597 29 1 0 627
37 951 52 12 0 1015




38 153 18 0 0 171
39 1018 64 5 0 1087
40 908 147 13 0 1068
41 274 96 158 0 528
42 478 383 54 3 918
43 114 197 41 2 354
44 333 248 S5 0 676
45 624 333 47 0 1004
46 638 269 22 0 929
47 1027 437 97 0 1561
48 134 20 0 0 154
TOTAL 21927 7420 1529 95 30971
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TABLE 2

AVERAGE HOUSING CONDITIONS
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APPENDIX B






DEFINITIONS

Foster Family Home For Children - means Aa dwelling owned or rented by, and occupied by,

parents licensed by the State to provide personal care for one or more foster children, all of
whom live together in such a—dwelhng asa fam1ly unit, with traditional fam1ly ties._Any

Personal Care Group Home -In 1989, the State adopted Florida Statute 419 which limits local
government's ability to regulate personal care group homes. The City is in the process of
amending it's zoning code to comply with this Act. In the interim, State law takes
precedence over the City's Zoning Code. The Act defines a Community Residential Home as
a "dwelling unit licensed to serve clients of the Department of Health and Rehabilitative
Services, which provides a living environment for 7 to 14 unrelated residents who operate as
the functional equivalent of a family, including the supervision and care by supportive staff
as may be necessary to meet the physical, emotional, and social needs of the residents.” The
Act further states that "homes of six or fewer residents which otherwise meet the definition of
a community residential home shall be deemed a single-family unit and a noncommercial,
residential use for the purpose of local laws and ordinances. Regulations for homes with
more than 14 residents remain the same as stated in the City's Zoning Code.

d




Social Service Home or Halfway House —A#A: facility providing professional care, resident or
nonresident, for those requiring therapy, counseling, or other rehabilitative services related to
drug abuse, alcohol abuse, social disorders, physical disabilities, mental retardation, or
similar problems.



APPENDIX C



Table 35

SELECTED HOUSING CHARACTERISTICS

City of Gainesville

Census Total # lacking | % lacking | # lacking | % lacking | Number Percent
Tract Housing plumbing | plumbing | complete | complete | overcrowded | overcrowded

Units kitchen kitchen
1 294 0 0 5 1.7% 0 0
2 2282 33 1.45% 8 0.35% ‘115 5.0%
3 3289 22 0.67% 6 0.18% 60 1.82%
4 2244 0 0 0 0 94 4.19%
5 2240 12 0.53% 10 0.45 13 0.58%
6 1499 13 0.87% 18 1.20% 183 12.2%
7 1861 21 1.13% 40 2.15% 261 14.0%
8 4139 0 0 0 0 173 4.18%
10 2737 33 1.20% 27 0.97% 60 2.19%
11 2989 7 0.23% 7 0.23% 33 1.10%
12 4205 8 0.19% 0 0 106 2.52%
13 27 0 0 0 0 0 0
14 0 0 0 0 0 26 9.45%
15 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
16 1621 0 0 4 25% 38 2.3%
17 1558 0 0 0 0 20 1.29%
19.02 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
18.01 229 0 0 0 0 0 0
18.03 1669 0 0 14 .84% 52 3.12%
18.04 87 0 0 0 0 7 8.04%
19.01 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Totals 33,245 149 0.45% 139 A2% 1241 3.73%
Source: 1990 U.S. Bureau of the Census
Census Tract 9 (University of Florida) was deleted from the analysis
Notes:

A housing unit is classified as “lacking plumbing” when some or none of the three specified plumbing

facilities (hot and cold piped water, a flush toilet and a bathtub or shower) are present inside the unit,

The number of units having complete and incomplete plumbing facilities is shown for all housing units. In

1990, the Census Bureau dropped the requirement of exclusive use from the definition of complete

plumbing facilities.

The number of units having complete and incomplete kitchen facilities is shown for all housing units.

A housing unit is classified as ‘over-crowded’ if is occupied by 1.01 or more persons per room.




Table 36 1990 HOUSE HEATING FUEL
Occupied Housing Units

Utility Gas 13,155
Bottled, Tank or LP Gas 1,674
Electricity 14,886
Fuel Oil, Kerosene, etc 1,630
Coal or Coke 0
Wood 279
Solar Energy 18
Other Fuel 59
No Fuel Used 223
Total 31,924

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing

Note: The number of housing units lacking central heating facilities is not

provided in the 1990 Census but the number of housing units utilizing

various types of heating fuels is provided. The number of housing units

not using any type of heating fuel is used as an indicator of unit condition.

In Gainesville, of the 31,924 occupied housing units there are 223 that used no fuel,
representing less than 1 percent (0.7%) of the occupied housing stock.

Table 37

SUBSTANDARD HOUSING UNIT
CONDITION SUMMARY - 1990

occupied housing units exhibiting one or more of the following characteristics:

lacking complete plumbing of kitchen facilities, 1.01+ persons per room, no heating fuel

Alachua County Occupied Units

Alachua 122
Archer 40
Gainesville 1,977
Hawthorne 29
High Springs 55
LaCrosse 8
Micanopy 7
Newberry 33
Waldo 13
Unincorporated (place minus county) 1,480
County Total 3,764
Place Total 2,284

Source: Special cross-tabulation of the 1990 Census of Population and Housing

prepared by the US Census Bureau for the Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing




Table 38 UNITS OCCUPIED OR TO BE OCCUPIED BY PERMANENT RESIDENTS
(not seasonal, recreational, occasional, for migrant, other)
Occupied | Vacant Total Vacancy Vacant Total Vacancy
Rate Seasonal, Units Rate Total
etc. Units Units
City of 31,294 2,072 33,996 6.1% 612 34,608 8%
Gainesville
Alachua 39,334 3,596 42,930 8.4% 1,484 44,414 11%
County

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing and the UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing.

Alachua County figures do not include the City of Gainesville.

|

Table 39 | | 1990 HOUSING UNITS BY TYPE ]
Number Share

Single Multi- Mobile | Other | Total Single Multi- | Mobile | Other | Total

Family | family | Home Family family | Home

(latt./ 2or (latt./ (2or

detach) | more) detach) | more)
City of 19,080 | 14,209 | 1,035 284 | 34,608 | 55.1% 41.1% | 3.0% 0.8% | 100.0%
Gainesville
Alachua 21,794 | 13,046 | 9,161 413 | 44,414 | 49.1% 29.4% | 206% | 0.9% | 100.0%
County
Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing and the UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing.
Alachua County figures do not include the City of Gainesville.




Table 40 HOUSING UNITS BY TENURE, VACANCY AND
OCCUPANCY STATUS, 1990
TENURE-NUMBER OF UNITS Gainesville Alachua County
Owner Occupied 15,035 23,490
Renter Occupied 16,889 15,844
Total Occupied Units 31,924 39,334
TENURE-SHARE '
Owner Occupied 47.1% 59.7%
Renter Occupied 52.9% 40.3%
For Rent 1,415 2,354
For Sale Only 420 792
RENTED OR SOLD NOT OCCUPIED
Portion of total-assumed use
Total 237 450
Owner 112 273
Renter 125 177
TOTAL UNITS BY INTENDED USE
(occupied or to be occupied by
permanent residents)
Owner 15,567 24,555
Renter 18,429 18,375
Total 33,996 42,930
Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing and the UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing.
Alachua County figures do not include the City of Gainesville.
|

In 1990, Gainesville had 15,035 owner occupied and 16,889 renter occupied units, with
an additional 1,415 vacant for rent and 420 vacant for sale. A total of 237 units are rented
or sold but not occupied; if distributed according to the proportion of occupied owner and
renter units they would consist of 125 rental units and 112 owner units. The total owner
housing stock is therefore 15,567 units and the rental stock is 18,429 units. Renter units
represent almost 53 percent of the occupied housing stock.




Table 41 | GROSS RENT, 1990 |

Specified Renter-occupied Housing Units*

Rent Gainesville Alachua County

<$100 473 151
$100-$149 565 258
$150-$199 864 476
$200-$249 1,115 673
$250-%299 1,772 1,280
$300-$349 2,194 2,031
$350-$399 1,877 2,294
$400-$449 2,150 2,063
$450-8499 1,300 1,575
$500-$549 1,010 1,152
$550-$599 635 976
$600-$649 683 657
$650-$699 483 458
$700-$749 466 204
$750-$999 677 468
$1000> 204 168
No Cash Rent 400 697
Total 16,868 15,581

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing and the

UF Shimberg Center for Affordable Housing.

*Note: The Census excludes one-family houses on 10 acres

or more from the count of specified renter-occupied units.




Table 42 VALUE OF OWNER-OCCUPIED HOUSING
UNITS, 1990
Specified Owner-occupied Housing Units*
Gainesville

<$15,000 206
$15,000-$19,999 152
$20,000-$24,999 217
$25,000-$29,999 284
$30,000-$34,999 371
$35,000-$39,999 652
$40,000-$44,999 841

$45,000-$49,999 1,183

$50,000-$59,999 2,202

$60,000-$74,999 2,595

$75,000-$99,999 2,379
$100,000-$124,999 976
$125,000-$149,999 524
$150,000-$174,999 271
$175,000-$199,999 157
$200,000-$249,999 149
$250,000-$299,999 54
$300,000-$399,999 70
$400,000-$499,999 10

$500,000> 0
Total 13,293

Source: 1990 Census of Population and Housing and the UF Shimberg.

Center for Affordable Housing.

*Note: Specified owner-occupied units “include only one-family houses

on fewer than 10 acres without a business or medical office on the

property. The data excludes mobile homes, houses with a business or

medical office, houses on 10 or more acres, and housing units in multi-

family buildings.”
|




Table 43: Income Limits

Family Size Median Income Low Income Very Low Income | Extremely Low
(80% MFI) (50% MFT) (30% MFI)

1 Person $29,500 $23,900 $14,950 $ 8,950
2 Persons $34,200 $27,350 $17,100 $10,250
3 Persons $38,400 $30,750 $19,200 $11,550
4 Persons $42,700 $34,150 $21,350 $12,800
5 Persons $46,100 $36,900 $23,050 $13,850
6 Persons $49,500 $39,600 $24,750 $14,850
7 Persons $52,900 $42,350 $26,450 $15,900
8 Persons $56,400 $45,100 $28,200 $16,900

Table 44: Maximum Monthly Housing Cost (Rent or Mortgage)

Extremely Low

Family Size Median Income Low Income Very Low Income
(80% MEFI) (50% MFT) (30% MEFT)

1 Person $29,500 $ 597.50 $373.75 $223.75
2 Persons $34,200 $ 683.75 $427.50 $256.25
3 Persons $38,400 $ 768.75 $480.00 $288.75
4 Persons $42,700 $ 853.75 $533.75 $320.00
5 Persons $46,100 $ 922.50 $576.25 $346.25
6 Persons $49,500 $ 990.00 $618.75 $371.25
7 Persons $52,900 $1,058.75 $661.25 $397.50
8 Persons $56,400 $1,127.50 $705.00 $422.50




Minutes - City Plan Board April 20, 2000
' Page 8

7. Petition S1CPA-00 PB City Plan Board. Update the Housing Element of the City of Gainesville
1991-2001 Comprehensive Plan for the proposed 2000-2010 Comprehensive
Plan.

Mz Jason Simmons was recognized. Mr. Simmons noted that the board had held two previous work shops
on the Housing Element Update. He reviewed changes made to the plan in response to Plan Board
comments at those workshops. He indicated that the changes were marked with a vertical line by the text.
He offered to answer any questions from the board.

Mr. Polshek noted that, in Objective 1.4, the specific number of dilapidated houses to be demolished had
been stricken. He suggested that the word "all" should be added to the text in place of that specific number.

Mr. Simmons explained that the specific number had been based on a housing survey of dilapidated units.
He agreed that the word "all" could be added to the text.

Mr. Polshek suggested that the words "to rehabilitate sub-standard housing or as a first option to-'deconstruct’
dilapidated units unless there is no other option, then demolish," be added to Policy 1.4.1.

Dr. Fried pointed out that there was a difference between a sub-standard unit and a dilapidated unit. He
noted sub-standard units could be rehabilitated.

Mr. Polshek agreed. He indicated that substandard units should be rehabilitated and dilapidated units should
be deconstructed before demolished.

There was discussion of the term "housing professional."

Mr. Polshek recommended that the words "creation of innovative affordable housing designs" be changed to
"development of affordable housing designs" in Policy 1.5.1

Mr. McGill noted that the board had discussed removing the words "separate and dispersed from emergency
shelters" from Policy 2.2.5. He indicated that he understood that safe spaces and single-room occupancy
(SRO) facilities should be separate from emergency shelters, but he was unsure why they should be, by
definition, dispersed. He requested that the words "and dispersed" be removed.

Mr. Simmons discussed current Code requirements that addressed the number of facilities within a certain
radius.

Mr. McGill cited a concern that the words "and dispersed" would be used in a way that was not intended by
the board.

Dr. Fried suggested that the rules regarding dispersion did not take the new categories of facilities such as
safe spaces and SROs into account.

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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Mr. McGill cited a concern about the wording of the Data and Analysis Report which indicated historic
preservation was a major impediment to affordable housing. He requested that some of the language be
reconsidered.

Chair Guy agreed that the safe-spaces and SROs were a new category and it was possible that the wording
"and dispersed" was not applicable. He suggested it be removed until definitions for a specific category could
be developed.

Mr. Simmons explained that the problem involved the wide range of operation options for a safe-spaces. He
discussed his research on safe-spaces around the country and noted that there were significant differences in
the services they offered. He stated that he could not say with any certainty how a safe-space would be
defined under the current Code.

There was discussion of the definition of safe-space and an ordinance for that definition.

Chair Guy opened the floor to public comment.

Ms. Aurpa Chirani was recognized. Ms. Chirani asked that lockers, telephones and walking distance to
services be added to Policy 2.2.5. She discussed the need for those items.

Ms. Janet Krisher was recognized. Ms. Krisher thanked the board and staff for their attention and concern
for the issues surrounding the safe-space and the homeless population in Gainesville.

Mr. Fredrick Wetterqvist was recognized. Regarding the wording "and dispersed" as it applied to safe-
spaces and SRO's, Mr. Wetterqvist indicated that the board was creating policy for some applications that
might require a Special Use Permit.

Chair Guy closed the floor to public comment.

Dr. Fried made the motion to approve the petition and Mr. Carter seconded.

Mr. Polshek asked if the board's modifications should be stated in the motion to approve the petition.

Mr. Mimms indicated that the changes spoken into the record could be added to the motion.

Dr. Fried agreed that the changes discussed by the board, and Ms. Chirani, would be included in his motion.
Mr. Carter as second, agreed to the changes.

Mr. Polshek cited a concern about the detail of the language referring to a safe-space. He pointed out that it
would probably involve a Special Use Permit and that level of detail had not been added to other Elements.

He indicated that he supported the concept of a safe-space.

Mr. Simmons pointed out that the Data and Analysis Report provided more detail regarding the safe-space.
He indicated that he was unsure about writing such detail into Policy since no actual proposal had been

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
Jrom the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.



Minutes - City Plan Board

April 20, 2000
Page 10

brought forth. He suggested that specific language in the policy might limit the safe-space design options.
He explained that the language in the Comprehensive Plan was intended to define without the constraints of
specific items.

Mr. Mimms discussed the difficulty of modifying the Comprehensive Plan once it had been adopted. He
—explained-that the details could go-into-the Land Development Code. —

There was discussion of whether to add specific language regarding safe spaces. -

Motion By: Dr. Fried

Seconded By: Mr. Carter

1)

2)

3)
4)

S)

6)

Moved to: Approve Petition 51CPA-00 PB with the
following changes:

Objective 1.4 - Add the word "all" between
demolish and dilapidated.

Policy 1.4.1 - Change the text to state "to
rehabilitate sub-standard housing or as a first
option to 'deconstruct' dilapidated units unless
there is no other option, then demolish."

Policy 1.5.2 - Change the word "creation" to
"development."

Policy 2.2.5 - Remove the words "and
dispersed."

Policy 2.2.5 - Add provisions for lockers,
telephones and location within walking distance
of social services.

Reconsider the language regarding the Historic
Preservation Review Process as a impediment to
affordable housing.

Upon Vote: Motion Carried 5-1
Yeas: Carter, Fried, Polshek, Guy, McGill
Nays: Myers

These minutes are not a verbatim account of this meeting. Tape recordings from which the minutes were prepared are available
from the Community Development Department of the City of Gainesville.
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