Maricopa Association of Governments 2007 Regional Human Services Summit
Affordable Housing and Transportation Issue Pairing Template
	
	Issue #1 Affordable Housing
	Common areas
	Issue #2  Transportation

	Definition
	The generally accepted definition of affordability is for a household to pay no more than 30% of its annual income on housing.
	Non-affordable housing is causing households to move further out of the metropolitan areas, causing longer commutes, the need for more roads, and air quality issues. The impact of the time tax associated with long commutes is a concern as well.
	Modes of conveyance including private vehicles, taxis and shuttles, public transportation, bicycles, and walking.

	Target population
	Homebuyers or renters at or below 80% of area median income.
	People who are employed and are spending more than 30% of their income on housing, and are traveling in Maricopa county.
	All residents in the MAG region who depend on public transportation infrastructure.

	Literary review
	Arizona Department of Housing: 2006 Arizona’s Housing Market; Governor’s Interagency and Community Council on Homelessness: Plan for Housing; National League of Cities: State of America’s Cities; Survey on Municipal Housing.
	MAG Regional Human Service Plan:  MAG Special Transportation Needs Study.

	MAG’s 2006 Regional Transportation Plan (RTP);  RPTA’s 20 year Strategic Plan;  MAG Regional Human Services Plan;  MAG Regional Plan on Aging and Mobility;  MAG Special Transportation Needs Study.

	Key models
	Good Neighbors:  Affordable Family Housing, by Michael Pyatok.
	The 2 largest household expenditures.

http://www.transact.org/library/factsheets/housing.asp.
	Regional Transportation Models:  Salt Lake City, UT; Portland, OR; Seattle, WA.

	Decision makers
	Federal and local governments; Housing Authority Developers.
	Federal, state, and local governments; public housing, and HUD.
	MAG Regional Council; Maricopa County cities & towns; AZ Dept of Transportation; Federal Dept. of Transportation; agencies that provide para-transit alternatives.

	Other stakeholders
	The public.
	All the public.
	All the above and the public.

	Resources
	ASU Stardust Center for Affordable Homes and the Family.
	The Heavy Load:  The Combined Transportation and Housing Burdens of the Working Family,
www.nhc.org/pdf/pub_heavy_load_10_06.pdf.
	Prop 400 Funds; federal funding streams; state, city and county funds.

	Barriers
	Lack of housing options; high cost of housing; property taxes on tax credit deals; development fees; building codes; lack of accessible/adaptable housing; lack of living wage.
	More affordable housing is typically farther away from employment centers, causing the need for more lanes on existing roadways, heavy traffic, and longer travel times.  Funding for both transportation and affordable housing is limited.
	Rapid population growth; lack of awareness about existing transit services; poor access to existing services; fragmented transit services across municipal boundaries; lack of interconnected bikeway system; and lack of ADA designed sidewalks.

	Needs
	More affordable housing.
	Develop affordable housing near employment centers; more businesses and career opportunities in the rural and less expensive areas.
	Expanded freeway capacity; expanded public transit service levels; better coordinated services.

	Opportunities
	Encourage developers to include a portion of affordable housing units along with higher income developments.
	Improve job access and reverse commute opportunities.
	MAG project to develop a plan to create a coordinated human services transportation plan.


