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Exhibit III-37. (continued) 
Average Earnings by Occupation and Ability to Afford Housing, City of Glendale, 2006 

Two Earner Household

Management and professional occupations
General business $90,607 $2,265 Yes Yes
Computer $110,026 $2,751 Yes Yes
Architecture and engineering $89,097 $2,227 Yes Yes
Community and social service $67,196 $1,680 Yes Yes
Legal $85,393 $2,135 Yes Yes
Health care $88,902 $2,223 Yes Yes
Education and training $51,122 $1,278 Yes No

Service and support occupations
Healthcare support $36,832 $921 Yes No
Firefighting $82,880 $2,072 Yes Yes
Law enforcement $100,224 $2,506 Yes Yes
Food preparation $23,122 $578 No No
Janitorial/maintenance $27,367 $684 Yes No
Personal care $26,421 $661 Yes No

Sales and office occupations $44,222 $1,106 Yes No

Construction $52,454 $1,311 Yes No

Production and transportation $43,569 $1,089 Yes No

Earnings Payment Median Rent? Home?
Mean or Mortgage Can Afford Median Value

Affordable
Monthly Rent Can Afford

 

Notes: Assumes the earnings of the second worker are 70 percent of the first worker. Salary for firefighters is based on a 52/hr. week schedule. 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey, 2006 and BBC Research and Consulting. 

The analysis shows that, except for workers in managerial and professional positions, as well as 
public safety positions, it is challenging for most workers to afford the median priced rental unit. In 
addition, for workers earning the average salary in every profession listed, it is not possible to buy the 
median valued home. Even with two earners, workers in service and support occupations, sales, 
construction, production, and transportation cannot afford to buy the median valued unit. In 
Glendale, where the top industries (after the air force base) include retail, health care, government, 
education and manufacturing, the data are particularly sobering.  
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Out of Reach study. Another comparison of wage rates and housing cost is located in the “Out of 
Reach” report, produced annually by the National Low Income Coalition. This report examines 
rental housing affordability for states, counties and key metropolitan areas. The study determines 
how many hours a week a worker earning the minimum wage would need to work to afford median 
priced rental units. The study also examines affordability for individuals whose sole source of income 
is Supplemental Security Income (SSI). 

In 2006, the Out of Reach report examined affordability in Maricopa County. The study found that a 
worker in the County would need to earn $12.46 per hour to afford to rent a one-bedroom 
apartment, and $15.04 per hour to afford to rent a two-bedroom apartment. These hourly rates are 
240 to 300 percent of the current minimum wage. To afford a one-bedroom apartment, a worker 
earning minimum wage would have to work 97 hours per week; to afford a two-bedroom apartment, 
a worker earning minimum wage would have to work 117 hours per week.  

An examination of the average wage of renters in the County produced more optimistic results. 
Workers earning the average wage of renters would need to work 39 hours per week to rent a one-
bedroom units, and 47 hours per week to rent a two-bedroom unit.  



SECTION IV. 
Profile of Assisted Housing 
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SECTION IV. 
Profile of Assisted Housing 

This section discusses the availability and location of assisted housing in the City of Glendale. For the 
purposes of this section, “assisted housing” is defined as housing that is affordable to very low-income 
households, generally earning less than 60 percent of the median family income (i.e., $30,050 and 
less for Glendale). Assisted housing also relies on subsidies from federal, state and/or local sources to 
achieve the prices necessary to be affordable to qualifying households.  

In Glendale, assisted housing for low-income populations is provided by both public and nonprofit 
organizations. The type of assistance varies from units owned by the City’s housing authority to those 
provided under federal programs such as Section 8 vouchers or developments for low-income elderly.  

Types of Assisted Housing Units 

Approximately 4,000 households in Glendale live in housing units where either a subsidy was used to 
construct the project or the household’s rent is directly subsidized. These households all live in rental 
housing, in a variety of housing arrangements. The primary programs that provide assisted housing 
include the following: 

 Low Income Housing Tax Credit units—The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) 
program is a federally-funded program that provides tax credits to investors in affordable rental 
housing developments. These rental developments typically serve a mix of households earning 
less than 60 percent of the MFI ($30,050 and less in Glendale). The City’s tax credit 
developments range in size from 60 units to 346 units. 

 Public Housing Authority units—These rental units located in medium-sized complexes are 
owned and managed by the local public housing authority. They are deeply subsidized units, 
typically offering rents low enough to serve households earning less than $10,000 per year. In 
most cities, public housing authority units offer some of the lowest cost rental housing available. 

 Section 202/811 developments—The Section 202 rental unit developments serve persons 
who are elderly and/or disabled; Section 811 developments serve persons with disabilities. These 
types of developments are generally smaller than other types of rental complexes and offer some 
supportive services to their tenants. Section 202 and 811 are federal programs, where funding is 
provided for construction and sometimes operations. 

 Section 8 vouchers—As the largest program of assisted housing in Glendale, the Section 8 
voucher program assists households directly with the cost of their rent. Households rent private 
market units throughout the City and are provided with assistance to pay their rent, the level of 
which is determined by their income. Households with “portable” vouchers obtained their 
assistance in another city but were able to find the housing they wanted in Glendale.  
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Location. The following exhibit shows the location of the subsidized housing units located in 
Glendale. The subsidized housing units are generally located in the southeastern portion of City. The 
map does not include the location of Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher holders, who are able to live 
anywhere in the City where they can find an affordable unit.  

Exhibit IV-1. 
Location of Subsidized Housing Units, City of Glendale 

 
Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and City of Glendale.  
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Impact on affordability. The gaps analysis in Section III identified a shortage of deeply subsidized 
rental housing of 6,500 units in Glendale. Exhibit IV-2 shows how the City’s lowest income renters 
would be affected if the assisted housing units were not available. The gap in available units for renter 
households earning less than $20,000 per year would increase to almost 10,200 units.  

Exhibit IV-2. 
Rental Gap Analysis, 2006 

Income Range

$0-$9,999 4,057 13% $200 0 (4,057)

$10,000-$14,999 4,612 15% $325 0 (4,612)

$15,000-$19,999 1,526 5% $450 0 (1,526)

$20,000-$24,999 2,739 9% $575 8,496 5,757

$25,000-$34,999 4,432 14% $800 10,288 5,856

$35,000-$49,999 7,055 23% $1,175 9,764 2,709

$50,000-$74,999 3,695 12% $1,800 4,792 1,097

$75,000-$99,999 1,993 6% $2,400 1,651 (342)

$100,000-$149,999 709 2% $3,650 0 (709)

$150,000 or more 377 1% $3,650 0 (377)

Total 31,194 100%  34,991

Rental GapNumber Percent Rents + Utilities

Maximum
AffordableRenters

Total Units

 

Source: BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Summary of assisted housing. Exhibit IV-3 summarizes the units by type of funding used to 
develop the assisted housing.  

Exhibit IV-3. 
Assisted Housing Units, City of Glendale 

Low Income Housing Tax Credits

Galleria II Apartments 98            

Lifestyles 109          

Prospect Park Apartments 16            

San Martin Apartments 346          

San Remo Apartments 248          

The Palms at Glendale 160          

Town Square 60            

Villas Solanas 162          

Multifamily Assistance

Bethany Glen Apartments Family 150          

Public Housing

Cholla Vista Family 34            

Glendale Homes Family 70            

Lamar Homes Family 51            

Section 202/811

Casa Bill Soltero 61            
Glencroft Towers Elderly/Disabled 102          

Good Shepherd Homes of the AZ West Elderly/Disabled 50            

Kachina Place Elderly/Disabled 39            

Manistee Manor Elderly/Disabled 75            

Saint John's Manor Elderly/Disabled 42            

Tanner Terrace Apartments Elderly/Disabled 155          

Valley of the Sun School 2 Disabled 20            

Valley of the Sun School 5 Disabled 11            

Vista Alegre Elderly/Disabled 59            

Waymark Gardens Elderly/Disabled 150          

Section 236 (FHA)

Maridale Villa 98            

Other

Desert Eagle 194          

Maryland West Apartments 100          

Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers

Glendale Vouchers 990          

In-coming Portable Voucher holders from other jurisdictions living in Glendale 462          

Total 4,112      

Number
of UnitsTarget Population

 

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development and City of Glendale. 
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Glendale Public Housing Authority 

The Community Housing Division (CHD) of the City of Glendale operates as the Federal Housing 
Authority for the City. The CHD is responsible for addressing the rental housing needs of Glendale 
residents who cannot afford housing in the private market. Through the administration of the federal 
Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher and Conventional Public Housing programs, the division helps 
eligible residents secure safe, decent, and sanitary housing.  

 The Conventional Public Housing Program includes three City-owned rental 
communities, which are operated by the division. Altogether, there are 155 units within 
these communities, and eligible residents can rent available units at a rate not to exceed 
30 percent of their adjusted monthly income.  

 The Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher Program provides participants with vouchers 
to secure privately-owned rental housing. The program is designed to provide 
subsidized individuals and families with the same rental housing choices as non-
subsidized renters. At the time of this study, 1,452 households in Glendale were assisted 
with their rents through the Section 8 voucher program. According to the Housing 
Authority, a growing number of requests for Section 8 vouchers are coming from “near 
elderly” residents in Glendale.  

 Section 8 homeownership. Glendale’s public housing authority offers current Section 
8 voucher holders the opportunity to purchase a home using their vouchers. The 
program has limited success, however, because residents are unable to find units they 
can afford once they graduate from the required homeownership counseling.  

Conventional Public Housing Program. The public housing authority owns three public 
housing complexes in Glendale: Lamar Homes, Glendale Homes and Cholla Vista. As of June 30, 
2007, public housing units totaled 155 in Glendale—Glendale's public housing complexes are 
designated for families. However, they do have a local preference system for elderly/disabled 
applicants which give them extra points when placed on the waiting list.  

The following is a complete list of preferences established by HUD and the City of Glendale: 

 Glendale residents; 

 People working or hired to work within the city limits; 

 Applicants 62 years or older or receiving Social Security Disability, Supplemental Security 
Disability or any payments based on inability to work will be given the benefit of the working 
preference. For purposes of qualifying for low-income housing, any family member who is 
disabled will qualify the family under this category.  

 Glendale residents displaced by government action or disaster; and 

 Applicants who are active military personnel will be given 10 points for the working preference.  

The public housing units had a vacancy rate of 2 percent (3 vacant units) as of June 30, 2007. Of the 
occupied units, 90 percent of the households earned an annual income less than 30 percent of the 
MFI and the remaining 10 percent earned less than 50 percent of the MFI.  
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Just over three-quarters of the households living in the public housing complexes were White and 21 
percent were Black or African American. Fifty-nine percent of the households living in the three 
public housing complexes were of Hispanic ethnicity.  

As of June 2007, 1,392 persons were on the waiting list for public housing authority units. 

The Conventional Public Housing Program also offers two additional programs to the public 
housing residents: the Tenant Advisory Committee and the Resident Opportunities for Self-
Sufficiency (ROSS) program. The Tenant Advisory Committee (TAC) is made up of public housing 
rental community residents who are elected by the community-at-large. The role of the TAC is to 
improve the quality of life and resident satisfaction and participate in self-help initiatives to enable 
residents to create a positive living environment for families living in public housing. 

CHD was awarded federal funding for a ROSS program onsite for public housing residents. The 
purpose of this program is to guide residents to become self-sufficient and independent from 
assistance programs. Onsite service providers assist residents to find and build partnerships with local 
agencies that provide various training, educational, financial and career development programs 
designed to help those to help themselves. The grant will run through 2008.  

Exhibit IV-4 provides summary data on the rent levels for public housing authority units and the 
income ranges of voucher holders.  

Exhibit IV-4. 
Public Housing and Section 8 Voucher Holders Rent by Bedroom Size and Incomes, 
November 2007 

Lamar Homes - Family Complex:

   Number of Units 5 31 13 4 51

   Average Rent $91 $171 $183 $240

Glendale Homes - Family Complex:

   Number of Units 6 36 20 8 70

   Average Rent $201 $180 $248 $209

Cholla Vista -Family Complex:

   Number of Units 6 16 9 3 34

   Average Rent $150 $209 $253 $121

Total Public Housing Units 17 83 42 15 155

Section 8 Housing Choice Vouchers

Number of Glendale Voucher holders 307 345 265 73 990

Average Income $9,520 $11,386 $13,885 $15,501

Number of In-coming Portable Voucher 
holders from other jurisdictions living in Glendale 90 143 162 67 462

Average Income $5,139 $6,205 $9,270 $10,633

Bedroom Units
TotalThree-Two-One- Four-

Bedroom Bedroom Bedroom

 
Source: City of Glendale’s Community Housing Division.  
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A few years ago, the City completed a needs assessment of residents in public housing units. The 
following is a general profile of residents: 

 68 percent received public assistance (TANF and/or SSI); 

 68 percent were unemployed, 13 percent had full-time jobs1; 

 69 percent were single female heads of households; and 

 72 percent had children.  

The survey also identified six priority needs of the residents: 

Conventional barriers. Childcare and transportation were identified as major needs for the 
population in public housing. Moreover, many residents did not know how to access existing 
childcare assistance programs through the Welfare to Work (WtW) initiative. Transportation is a 
significant problem for those who do not qualify under WtW. Most public transportation is limited 
and requires some financial means. Eighty-two percent of residents identified childcare as a priority 
and 61 percent identified transportation as a need. 

Education and language. Fifty-two percent of residents had not received a high school diploma; 32 
percent completed 8th grade or lower; and 30 percent had completed some high school. In addition to 
English barriers, many residents are not literate in their primary language (Spanish). This impacts 20 
percent of public housing residents. 

Lack of drive/desire for self-sufficiency. Many residents have developed a dependency on public 
assistance and therefore lack concern for activities and training to become self-sufficient. Less than 25 
percent of residents participate in self-sufficiency development.  

Life skills development and job retention. It is imperative for individuals to learn life skills, which 
will help with employment retention. Residents must learn about cultural diversity, conflict 
resolution, responsibility, independence, health consciousness, behavioral health and survival skills. 
The following five issues commonly affect job retention: lack of client preparedness for the working 
world, inability to handle rules and regulations, client not meeting expectations, mismatch between 
client skills and job requirements and client not adjusting to social structure of employment. 

Employment development. Aside from the basics of resume writing and interviewing skills, 
residents need long-term goals to achieve self-sufficiency.  

Specific job skills development technology. Vocational programs should focus on technology 
training, which can be a powerful tool to addresses barriers through distance learning and 
telecommunications opportunities.  

Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher program. As of November 2007, the housing authority 
had 990 Section 8 voucher holders and 462 in-coming Portable Voucher holders from other 
jurisdictions living in Glendale, for a total of 1,452 voucher holders living in Glendale.  

                                                      
1
 This is consistent with the percentage of persons living in poverty citywide who do not participate in the workforce.  
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The authority classifies the voucher holders as either elderly, working households or “other” (those 
receiving child support and TANF). On average, 53 percent of voucher holders were elderly, 38 
percent were working households and 9 percent were classified as “other.”  

Just over one fourth of the voucher holders live in 1 bedroom units while 63 percent live in 2 or 3 
bedroom units. The remaining 10 percent live in 4 bedroom units.  

As of August 2007, there were 1,001 households on the waiting list for Section 8 Vouchers.  

Low Income Housing Tax Credits 

The Low Income Housing Tax Credit (LIHTC) program provides a developer with federal tax 
credits to build or rehabilitate housing for low-income persons.  

According to HUD and the City of Glendale, there are a total of 9 LIHTC developments in the 
City, as of August 2007. Approximately, 87 percent of total units in these developments are 
dedicated to low-income households. The majority of these units are two- and three-bedrooms. 

Expiring Use Units 

In the past, very low-income renters have largely been served through federal housing subsidies, many 
of which are scheduled to expire in coming years. The units that were developed with federal 
government subsidies are referred to as “expiring use” properties. Specifically, expiring use properties 
are multifamily units that were built with U.S. government subsidies, including interest rate subsidies 
(HUD Section 221(d)(3) and Section 236 programs), mortgage insurance programs (Section 
221(d)(4)) and long-term Section 8 contracts. These programs offered developers and owners 
subsidies in exchange for the provision of low-income housing (e.g., a cap on rents of 30 percent of 
tenants’ income). Many of these projects were financed with 40-year mortgages, although owners 
were given the opportunity to prepay their mortgages and discontinue the rent caps after 20 years. 
The Section 8 project-based rental assistance contracts had a 20-year term.  

Many of these contracts are now expiring, and some owners are taking advantage of their ability to 
refinance at low interest rates and obtain market rents. When expiring use units convert to market 
properties, local public housing authorities issue Section 8 vouchers to residents of the properties that 
are converting to market rates. In some cases, market rents may be lower than subsidized rents, which 
could enable residents to stay in their current units. Vouchers may also give residents an opportunity 
to relocate to a neighborhood that better meets their preferences and needs. The outcomes of 
expiring use conversions are hard to determine because of the many variables (location, level of 
subsidized rents, tenant preferences) that influence tenants’ situations. Nonetheless, the loss of the 
affordable rental units provided by expiring use properties could put additional pressure on the City’s 
affordable rental market.  

According to the HUD Multifamily Assistance and Section 8 Contracts Database (current as of 
November 11, 2007), 396 affordable housing units in the City are at risk of converting to market 
rate units from 2008 to 2010. These “expiring use” units represent 1 percent of the City’s total rental 
units.  
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Housing to Serve Special Needs Populations 

Section 202 is a HUD program that provides financing to private organizations and nonprofits to 
build affordable housing for the elderly (62 years and over). In addition to affordable housing, 
Section 202 requires that supportive services, such as cleaning, cooking and transportation, be 
available to the elderly. Glendale has eight complexes that were developed using Section 202, 
consisting of 733 housing units.  

HUD’s Section 811 Supportive Housing for Persons with Disabilities program provides funding to 
nonprofit organizations to develop rental housing with the availability of supportive services for very 
low-income adults with disabilities, and provides rent subsidies for the projects to help make them 
affordable. The Section 811 program allows persons with disabilities to live as independently as 
possible in the community by increasing the supply of rental housing with the availability of 
supportive services. The program also provides project rental assistance, which covers the difference 
between the HUD-approved operating costs of the project and the tenants' contribution toward rent. 
The program is similar to Supportive Housing for the Elderly (Section 202). 

Glendale has two Section 811 complexes, located on West Belmont Avenue and West Haywood, and 
provides 31 units for persons with disabilities as well.  



SECTION V. 
Best Practices and Recommendations 
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SECTION V. 
Best Practices and Recommendations   

This section contains the results of research into best practices employed in other communities to 
address housing needs. It begins by summarizing the top housing needs in the City of Glendale 
(City), then moves to discussing the programs the City currently has in place to address its housing 
needs. This is followed by recommendations for how Glendale should modify or add programs to 
better meet its existing and future housing needs. The section concludes with case studies of best 
practices in other communities.  

Top Needs 

As identified in Section III, Glendale’s top housing needs include the following: 

 Affordable homes for renters to buy. It is extremely difficult for renters earning less than 
$50,000 per year to buy a home in Glendale. Renters earning less than $35,000—more than 
half of the City’s renter population—could afford to buy just 2 percent of homes for sale in 
2007. For renters earning between $35,000 and $50,000 per year, just 13 percent of homes for 
sale in the first half of 2007 were affordable to them.  

 The City’s for sale market has become much less affordable during the past 6 years: Only 
14 percent of renters could afford to buy the median valued home in 2006, down from  
44 percent in 2000.  

 Eighty-one percent of the houses that are for sale and affordable to households earning less 
than $50,000 are attached homes (patios, townhomes, twin homes). Yet these homes 
make up a very small proportion of the for sale market: 86 percent of homes for sale in 
Glendale between 2000 and 2007 were single family detached. The dominance of 
detached, single family homes in the Glendale market impacts the lack of affordability.  

 An analysis of workforce affordability showed that except for workers in managerial and 
professional positions, it is challenging for most workers to afford the median priced rental 
unit. And, for workers earning the average salary in most professions in Glendale, it is not 
possible to buy the median valued home. Even with two earners, workers in service and 
support occupations, sales, construction and production, as well as transportation jobs, 
cannot afford to buy the median value unit. In Glendale, where the top industries (after 
the air force base) include retail, health care, government, education and manufacturing, 
the data are particularly sobering.  

 Affordable rents for very low-income renters. In contrast to the for sale market, the rental 
market has been relatively flat during the past 6 years. In 2006, 52 percent of renters could 
afford the median rent, down slightly from 55 percent in 2000. However, many renters still 
have difficulty finding rental units they can afford. There are currently 6,500 too few units to 
serve renters earning less than $20,000 per year. These renters are almost entirely served by the 
City’s subsidized housing developments and the Section 8 voucher program. If these programs 
did not exist, the gap between affordable rentals and the very low-income households who need 
them would increase to 10,200 units.  
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Funding for Programs 

In addition to investing local dollars, the City of Glendale receives funds from the federal 
government, state government and Maricopa County for programs that address housing needs. These 
funding sources are included in the following text. 

Federal Funds 

 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG). The City receives about $2.2 million in 
CDBG dollars each year from the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD) 
to fund community development and housing activities. A portion of CDBG funds can be 
allocated to nonprofit organizations in the housing and social services fields for operating 
support.  

 Home Investment Partnerships Program (HOME).  The City receives HOME allocations from 
the Maricopa County HOME Consortium. The amount varies depending upon needs in 
Glendale relative to other cities within the Consortium. In 2007-2008, the City received 
$677,000 in HOME dollars for affordable housing activities. HOME is a federal program, 
administered by HUD.  

 American Dream Downpayment Initiative (ADDI). The City receives a small annual allocation 
($18,000 in 2007-2008) from this federal program through the Maricopa County HOME 
Consortium for homeownership activities.  

 Emergency Shelter Grant Program (ESG). Another federal program administered by HUD, the 
ESG program provides assistance to homeless housing and service providers for homeless 
prevention activities and operating dollars. The City receives approximately $98,000 in ESG 
funding annually.  

 Low Rent Public Housing. The City’s Community Housing Services Division receives about 
$350,000 each year from HUD to provide deeply subsidized rental housing  (i.e., public 
housing units) to the City’s very low-income households. 

 Section 8 Vouchers. The federal government funds the Section 8 program, which is 
administered by the City’s Community Housing Services Division. The amount Glendale 
receives depends on the number of voucher holders and the federal budget, but is generally 
around $7 million annually.  

 PHA Capital Fund Program. This federal program provides funding for the modernization and 
rehabilitation of public housing units. The City’s Community Services Division received 
$150,000 from the program in 2007-2008.  

State funds. The State administers the Low-Income Home Energy Assistance Program (LIHEAP), 
which assists homeowners with water bills, deposits and replacement of evaporative coolers (swamp 
coolers). The Glendale Community Action Program administers the City’s allocation, which was 
$5,588,000 in 2007-2008.  
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City funds. Annually, the City allocates a portion of General Fund monies to housing and 
community development activities. In 2007-2008, City Department funds will support public 
housing, code enforcement, housing revitalization and neighborhood services at a cost of about $3.4 
million.  

Glendale’s Current Programs 

The resources described above are used for a variety of housing programs. This section details how 
the funds were used in the most recent year (2007-2008). It also provides information about the 
target households for the programs by income, special need and tenure (renter/owners).  

Housing rehabilitation programs. Glendale has several rehabilitation programs, which are 
funded by CDBG and HOME. The rehab programs mostly target lower-income homeowners. In 
2007-2008, a little more than $1 million of CDBG funding was allocated to rehabilitation programs. 
In addition, $340,000 of HOME funding was allocated to a program to assist homeowners obtain 
replacement housing when their housing is in such poor condition it cannot be rehabilitated.  

The City’s rehabilitation programs are summarized in Exhibit V-1.  

Exhibit V-1. 
Rehabilitation Programs, City of Glendale 

Tenure Income and/or Special Need

Residential Rehabilitation Owners 80% of MFI and less (< $47,000) 8
Roof Repair/Replacement Owners 60% of MFI and less (< $35,000) 28
Exterior Rehabilitation Owners 60% of MFI and less (< $35,000) 23
Lead-Based Paint Hazard Reduction Owners 80% of MFI and less (< $47,000) 32
Temporary Relocation Owners 80% of MFI and less (< $47,000) 7
Home Accessibility Both Physical disability 24
Emergency Home Repairs Both 226
Replacement Housing Owners 80% of MFI and less (< $47,000) 8

Number of
Households

Assisted

 

Note:  The MFI used is that provided by HUD, which covers the Phoenix metropolitan area. In 2007, the MFI was $59,100.   

Source:  City of Glendale and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Public facilities improvements. In 2007-2008, the City plans to allocate $540,000 of CDBG 
dollars to construction and upgrades of public facilities and residential units. This funding will 
provide for a new clubhouse for the Boys & Girls Club, shelter facility upgrades for the Central 
Arizona Shelters Services (serving homeless individuals), remodeling for public housing units, 
improvements to a community center and lighting upgrades for subsidized rental units occupied by 
elderly and/or disabled tenants. 

Public services grants. Annually, Glendale provides between $10,000 and $50,000 to nonprofit 
organizations serving low-income and special needs residents (victims of domestic violence, persons 
who are homeless, seniors, at-risk youth, or persons with disabilities). In 2007-2008, about $340,000 
will be allocated to public services grants.  
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Demolition. The City dedicates a small portion ($52,000) of CDBG monies, to fund voluntary 
demolition programs which remove vacant, substandard commercial and residential buildings, for 
replacement with future development that will benefit low- to moderate-income families.  

Homeownership. In 2007-2008, the balance of the City’s HOME grant will be used for land 
acquisition, site preparation and the construction of affordable single family housing. In addition, the 
ADDI program will provide a small amount of downpayment assistance (up to $10,000) to first-time 
homebuyers.  

Homeless prevention and services.  The City uses ESG to fund homeless prevention programs 
that provide rent and mortgage assistance to low-income and/or disabled households in Glendale. 
ESG funding is also used to assist shelters with the cost of operations.  

Program summary. Exhibit V-2 summarizes the funding allocation the City proposes for the 
federal block grants it will receive in 2007-2008. About half of the funding will be used for home 
rehabilitation programs, followed by public facilities (19 percent), public services (12 percent) and 
then land acquisition for affordable housing (11 percent). Most of these funds assist homeowners and 
special needs populations. It should be noted that very low-income renters receive assistance through 
the public housing and Section 8 voucher programs (around $7 million total in funds) that is not 
included in the Exhibit.  

Exhibit V-2. 
Summary of Funding, City of Glendale 
Housing and Community Development Programs, 2007-2008 

Housing rehabilitation and replacement housing 1,425,000$    51%
Public facilities 540,000$       19%
Public services 341,000$       12%
Land acquisition for affordable housing 300,000$       11%
Homeless prevention and services 98,000$         4%
Voluntary demolition 52,000$         2%
Downpayment assistance 18,000$         1%

Total 2,774,000$ 

Dollar Amount Percent

 
 

Source: City of Glendale Action Plan 2007-2008. 

Recommendations 

This section contains recommendations for how the City of Glendale might better meet its existing 
and future housing needs.  

Homeownership activities. The City’s activities to increase homeownership are modest, and 
generally consist of providing funding to nonprofits to create low-cost homeownership housing and 
providing downpayment assistance. Through these programs, the City is able to assist about 20 
households achieve homeownership annually.  
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The State’s homebuyer assistance programs are limited in urban counties like Maricopa. Therefore, 
homeowners who want to buy in Glendale have very limited options unless they earn more than 
$50,000 per year.  

To ensure the City has the housing needed to attract future workforce, we recommend that the City 
take actions to increase the affordability of its for sale housing during the next 5 years. Specifically, 
the City needs to increase the number of units available for purchase between approximately 
$120,000 and $170,000. These units would target households earning between $35,000 and 
$50,000 per year. During the first half of 2007, only 13 percent of units for sale in Glendale were 
affordable to these households.   

Incentivize developers. The City has many options to incentivize developers to produce more 
affordable homes for workers to purchase: 

 Negotiated developments—The City should articulate a preference for having new construction 
contain workforce housing units. This can easily be done through the development application 
process and in the materials the City uses to describe the process (e.g., zoning and variance 
brochures).  

Mixed-income developments would accomplish two housing goals: 1) More of the City’s 
workers would be able to buy in the City, and 2) Workforce housing would be better 
distributed throughout the City. The City should request that developers integrate workforce 
units into their subdivisions, particularly housing units priced between $120,000 and $170,000. 
In exchange for developing workforce housing, the City should offer developers fee waivers, 
density bonuses, building variances and an expedited review process, as described below.  

 Fee waivers—Developers that include some portion of for sale housing priced between 
$120,000 and $170,000 as part of their master planned or infill developments should be offered 
impact fee waivers for the affordable units it may construct. The waivers should be tied to the 
level of affordability of the units, with the most affordable units receiving the full amount of the 
fee waived.  

 Density bonuses—Developers who build mixed-income communities with workforce housing 
should be granted increased density (smaller lots) for the affordable units they may construct, to 
lower the price of the units through reduced land costs per unit.  

 Expedited review—Fast-track review and approval for developments that contain an affordable 
component can be key in making housing more attainable to workforce. Research has shown 
that every month of delay in the approval process adds between 1 and 2 percent to the final 
price of a home. An expedited review process can encompass a number of time-saving activities, 
including the following: 

 Clearly specified timeframes for review/guaranteed maximum review period; 

 Pre-application conferences; 

 Simultaneous reviews of different steps of the application process, where feasible; and 

 Reduced requirements for public hearings. 
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Create opportunities for workforce housing. In addition, the City should explore the following 
activities to create more opportunities for workforce housing development:  

 Support infill development— Glendale has done an excellent job identifying vacant infill parcels 
with redevelopment potential. The City currently offers fee waivers for infill projects. Many of 
the City’s vacant residential parcels are good sized (between 1 and 5 acres), and could 
accommodate some small, mixed-income and mixed-use redevelopment projects. Such projects 
would produce needed workforce housing and be catalysts in revitalizing areas.  

The next step would be for the City to evaluate these parcels for their development potential, 
examining their highest and best use in the context of incorporating workforce housing. After 
the City has developed a vision for key parcels, the City should engage developers in a 
discussion about redevelopment incorporating workforce housing, perhaps through a focus 
group or charrette.  

 Land donation and banking—The City should identify publicly-owned vacant and underutilized 
parcels of land that it could donate to developers in exchange for significant development of 
workforce housing. Part of this housing could be reserved for City employees and teachers.  

The City should also explore acquiring land parcels that would be prime for mixed-income 
housing and workforce housing development, which it could “bank” for future development of 
workforce housing.  

 Acquisition/rehab program—Glendale should consider establishing an acquisition and 
rehabilitation program that could be funded with a combination of HOME dollars, CDBG and 
general fund monies. This program would provide funding for nonprofit and private developers 
to acquire vacant and blighted housing, redevelop the properties and then sell them at a price 
affordable to the City’s workforce.  

 Land trust program—The City’s public housing authority offers qualifying residents who are 
enrolled in the Family Self Sufficiency (FSS) Program an opportunity to purchase a home using 
Section 8 vouchers. This program has been limited in its success because of the lack of housing 
to buy in Glendale. Once families graduate from the program and save enough money for 
downpayment assistance, they can’t find homes to buy in their price range.  

The City should consider partnering with Newtown Community Development Corporation in 
Tempe, Arizona to develop a land trust model to serve FSS graduates and other low-income 
renters who want to become owners but cannot find affordable homes to buy. Under the land 
trust model, buyers purchase the homes but not the land, and then lease the land at an 
affordable rate. The land lease concept helps maintain affordability by controlling the cost of 
land, which is the primary component of price appreciation. 



BBC RESEARCH & CONSULTING SECTION V, PAGE 7 

Rental activities. Through its various subsidized housing programs, the City provides 3,700 
extremely low- and very low-income renters with rental housing that is affordable to them. Despite 
this, there are as many as 6,500 renters earning less than $20,000 per year who are paying more for 
their rent than what they can afford.  

There are very few programs that assist renters needing very deep subsidies. The City’s public housing 
authority, through the rental housing it provides and the Section 8 vouchers it administers, is the 
largest provider of assisted housing to renters earning less than $20,000.  

The federal low-income housing tax credit (LIHTC) program provides tax incentives for the 
development of affordable rental housing. Tax credit properties usually target renters earning between 
40 and 60 percent of the median family income. This is equivalent to about $24,000 to $35,000 in 
Glendale. As such, the tax credit program is serving a population that is slightly different from those 
who have been identified as having the greatest needs (earning $20,000 and less). A survey of LIHTC 
properties that we conducted for this study found that the rents offered by the tax credit properties 
were in the $575 to $800 per month range—much higher than the $450 maximum per month 
needed by households earning less than $20,000 per year.  

Although the tax credit program serves a market niche1, rents are not low enough to reach renters 
with the greatest needs in Glendale. These renters are more readily served through the City’s public 
housing authority and Section 8 programs. It is unlikely that the number of households receiving 
assistance through the voucher program will increase, given that the program’s budget has been 
stagnant at the federal level for many years.  

Support deeply subsidized rental housing development. To better meet the needs of extremely 
and very low-income renters, the City should continue to seek out opportunities to develop deeply 
subsidized rental housing. This will be best done through acquisition and improvement of existing 
rental housing, including that which has fallen into disrepair. The City could support acquisition of 
the housing through General Fund and HOME monies, apply for State Land Trust funds and/or 
help subsidize the rehabilitation of the housing. An existing nonprofit or the public housing authority 
should manage the housing.  

The City should also support the development of Section 202 and 811 complexes, to meet the rental 
needs of low-income elderly and persons with disabilities.  

Although tax credit developments have rents slightly higher than the target rents for the City’s renters 
with the most need, the City should consider supporting developments in north and west portions of 
Glendale, where there are few subsidized rentals. The City should also support developments with 
deeper subsidies (40 percent of AMI, rather than 60 percent of AMI). The City’s current tax credit 
developments have low vacancies compared to the market overall, indicating existing demand.  

                                                      
1
 Indeed, the majority of the properties we interviewed had very low vacancy rates, between 3 and 5 percent.  
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In addition to the activities described in the previous text, the City should continue: 

Home rehabilitation activities. The City has been apportioning about half of its annual CDBG and 
HOME allocation—more than $1.4 million in 2007-2008—to home rehabilitation activities. These 
activities range from providing roof repair and replacement, to lead-based paint hazard reduction and 
accessibility modifications, to the construction of replacement housing for homeowners who live in a 
unit beyond repair.  

Our review of the City’s rehabilitation program relative to the needs identified found that the 
program is appropriately targeting households by income range. The program is assisting 
approximately 350 households per year with home repairs and accessibility modifications. The gaps 
analysis of homeowners completed in Section III (Exhibit III-36) found that there are as many as 
11,700 homeowners who would have difficulty finding replacement housing they could afford if they 
moved within Glendale. In addition, there are a few hundred homeowners living in homes in very 
substandard condition (e.g., lacking complete plumbing and kitchens). At 350 households per year, 
the City is likely to find demand for its home rehabilitation program for many years, particularly as 
residents age and more are living on a fixed income and with developing disabilities.  

Some of these programs target households earning less than 60 percent of the median family income 
or less than $35,000 per year; many target those earning less than 80 percent of the MFI, or less than 
$47,000 per year. This targeting is consistent with the need indentified by the analysis in Section III. 
The section found that unless homeowners earn $50,000 or more (or, if they are lower income, have 
substantial equity in their current home), finding a replacement home in Glendale is challenging. 
Therefore, it is important that the City work to keep current homeowners earning less than $50,000 
in their current, affordable homes.  

Best Practices 

This section highlights practices used in other cities to address housing needs. It concludes with some 
specific case studies that the City might want to replicate to better meet needs in Glendale.  

Developer incentives.  This section describes the most common developer incentives used in 
relevant communities to produce workforce housing. Not only do these incentives produce affordable 
housing, they also produce mixed-income communities, which reduces segregation of affordable 
housing in a city. 

Density bonuses, building variances and smaller lots. Many cities and counties give developers the 
right to increase densities in their developments or grant variances from building codes in exchange 
for incorporating affordable and workforce housing. If a developer can add units or reduce costs of a 
development through height variances, reduced parking requirements, reduced setbacks and 
landscaping or design requirements, they can better afford to add workforce housing to the overall 
development plan. 

Increasing the allowed density of residential developments can facilitate the construction of a 
larger number of housing units on smaller lots. In land constrained markets with escalating 
costs of land and property values, adding to the supply of housing helps address unmet 
demand. This in turn helps housing prices stay lower, providing opportunities for workforce 
housing and reducing sprawl and commutes of workers. 
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Increasing allowable densities can alter the suburban, rural feel of many development areas. However, 
if done appropriately—using good design standards, preservation of open/community space and 
incorporating a mix of housing sizes and types—the communities can both maintain a rural nature 
and develop in a way that accommodates housing demand, reduces congestion and mitigates sprawl. 

 Example: Density bonus in McLean, Virginia. In the very high-income community of McLean, 
Virginia, a developer of 105-unit subdivision of luxury housing applied for, and was granted, a 
density increase to build an additional 35 units in exchange for affordable housing development. 
To mitigate Not-In-My-Backyard Syndrome (NIMBY) from surrounding residents, the 
developer constructed the affordable units in a “great house” style. The great house was designed 
to look like a large, single-family home, but contained four townhomes, each with their own 
front entrance and garage parking. This design provided more uniformity with the surrounding 
homes. Before this concept was introduced, most affordable housing in the area was developed 
as low-rise multifamily or traditional townhome units, which stood out, and often apart, from 
private-market units. 

Expedited review. Another common development incentive is an expedited review process for 
development applications with affordable housing proposed. Developments with an affordable 
component go to the top of the review pile, and the review process occurs within a guaranteed 
number of days and is as transparent as possible. The benefit to developers is that their carrying costs 
(e.g., financing on a property acquisition loan) are reduced because they can develop and sell 
properties more quickly than they would have without an expedited review process. An expedited 
review process provides the most benefit in communities where the review process is lengthy, the 
number of development applications is consistently high, and staff need to prioritize applications to 
review.  

 Example: San Diego development review. The City of San Diego offers qualified workforce 
housing projects completeness checks within five business days; the first review completed 
within 20 business days; and project review meetings within 10 business days after the first 
review. The City also requires mandatory preliminary review meetings before the application 
process begins. 

Donation of public land. In high costs areas, donation of land or sales at a greatly reduced price 
are key to making workforce and affordable housing developments pencil out, especially deeply 
subsidized housing developments. 

Cities and counties can conduct land inventories and make available to developers lists of available 
publicly-owned parcels of real estate (e.g., owned by the city/county, redevelopment entities and school 
districts), along with their current use status. These properties can be sold to developers of affordable 
and workforce housing at reduced costs or as a donation; the assistance provided should depend on the 
amount of subsidy offered by the developer (e.g., land donations are key to make very low-cost rentals 
pencil out. For sale, workforce housing units should require fewer subsidies.)  

If these parcels are dedicated to the development of workforce housing, the city and/or school district 
would be entitled to dedicate the housing that is developed for its own workforce. Similarly, private 
landowners who donate land would be entitled to use the housing developed for their workforce. 
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Private land owners and developers may be motivated to donate some or all of the market value of 
property that is suitable for workforce housing development.  This motivation may be charitable in 
nature, or it may be part of a developer/owner’s efforts to meet requirements and gain governmental 
approvals for future development.  Land donation can also be linked to other developer incentives 
(e.g., providing fee waivers and density bonuses.) 

Affordable infill housing.  “Infill” housing or infill development generally means new housing 
and commercial property that is built on vacant or underutilized lots in cities and suburbs. Infill 
properties can range from single vacant lots in a residential area to commercial parking lots, to old 
airports and industrial areas.  

Infill development can simultaneously meet many community goals: Infill housing can make better 
use of vacant/underutilized land, reduce traffic congestion by providing housing close to employment 
centers and be a catalyst for revitalization of an aging neighborhood. Infill housing can be workforce 
housing or high-end housing, depending on the size of the development, the location and 
community needs.  

Cities can help support infill development by donating public land and/or helping to inventory and 
identify potential properties for infill development; waiving fees for infill projects; providing grants 
for infrastructure (e.g., using CDBG funds); and assisting with construction costs or homebuyer 
financing (e.g., using HOME funds). Glendale currently waives impact fees for infill development. 
However, the fee waivers are not tied to affordability of housing.  

Many communities with infill development programs also have design requirements for the infill 
homes, with some offering “models” from which residents can choose. 

Examples of infill housing policies and developments follow: 

 Miami-Dade County, Florida—To encourage the development of affordable homes for low- to 
moderate-income families and redevelop urban neighborhoods by eliminating blight, the county 
offers several incentives for infill development including: free land for qualified developers; 
forgiveness of county liens on private lots; deferral and/or refund of impact fees and water and 
sewer tap fees; and funding assistance from second mortgages for qualified buyers.  

 Lowry Air Force Base, Colorado—Lowry Air Force Base in Denver was closed in 1994. This 
former military training facility is now a large, urban infill development offering a mix of 
housing from subsidized rental units for formerly homeless families to high-end executive 
housing. Despite this range of housing, in 2006, Lowry was named the most expensive zip code 
in Denver. Lowry now has 3,500 homes and more than 8,000 residents. The redeveloped site 
also contains more than 100 employers with 7,000 workers and 3.4 million square feet of 
commercial space. The Lowry redevelopment is not only a good model for redevelopment, but also a 
model for planning principles that can be applied to new development on vacant land.  

 Highlands Garden Village, Colorado—This residential infill occurred on the site of a closed 
amusement park in Denver. The 27-acre site was developed as a planned-unit development and 
currently contains a range of housing types, from subsidized senior housing to affordable 
townhomes to higher-end single family detached housing. The development also contains a 
cohousing community. The theater that was part of the amusement park was retained and 
redeveloped for use as a community theater.  
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Adaptive reuse. Adaptive reuse is similar to infill development in that it converts underutilized 
properties to housing. Adaptive reuse is conversion of existing buildings, however, while infill 
development is generally new construction on vacant or underutilized land.  

The housing resulting from adaptive reuse is usually rental housing or affordable condominiums. The 
State of Iowa has many examples of old school buildings that have been converted to senior rental 
housing and, in one case, a continuum of care campus for elderly residents. Adaptive reuse often 
involves tax credit financing through the federal Low Income Housing Tax Credit program.  

Cities have many opportunities to facilitate development of affordable housing by streamlining 
development processes for affordable developments, providing waivers to parking and site 
requirements, accepting rezoning requests, waiving development and impact fees and granting 
bonuses to add density (more units) to a development—all in exchange for affordable housing 
development. Except for fee waivers, these strategies can produce affordable housing without the 
expenditure of public funds. 

Acquisition/rehabilitation. The City of Colorado Springs offers an Acquisition Rehabilitation  
Resale Program that removes blighted homes from the City’s housing stock and turns them into 
affordable housing to buy.  

Properties are acquired by nonprofit and private sector developers with City, state and federal 
funding (HOME, Hope III, private dollars). City staff inspects the properties before committing to 
acquire them. The properties are valued by an appraiser. After acquisition, the properties are deeded 
to the City.  

The rehabilitation of the properties is funded by CDBG, HOME, state loans and private sector 
dollars.  

After the rehabilitation is complete and staff determines that the properties meet the City’s 
Rehabilitation Standards, the property is sold as affordable housing. The properties are sold to 
qualifying buyers (earning less than 80 percent of the AMI or $50,000 for a family of four), 
nonprofit agencies (to rent to low-income households), or as a lease-to-own program.  

Community Land Trusts.  Community Land Trusts are nonprofit organizations that develop 
affordable housing, then sell the units but retain ownership of the land. Buyers of the units pay a 
small fee each month or quarter to “lease” the land on which their unit is built. This helps to keep the 
cost of the unit affordable, as much of the appreciation of a unit is contained in the land. In some 
land trust models, the resale price of the home is limited (e.g., by the Consumer Price Index), which 
allows the seller to benefit from some appreciation while still keeping the resale price affordable. 
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Examples of land trust models: include 

 Tempe Community Land Trust—The Newtown Community Development Corporation in 
Tempe acquires and builds homes at below-market sales prices by retaining ownership of the 
land and leasing it to the owner of the home in a 99 year renewable ground lease. Buyers must 
be income-eligible (low income households). Homebuyer education classes are offered by the 
land trust, in addition to an individual development account program for downpayment 
savings.  

 Colorado Community Land Trust—Originally part of the Lowry Air Force Base redevelopment 
(see below), the Colorado Community Land Trust (CCLT) develops properties where the 
homeowner owns the home while CCLT owns the land upon which the home is built. CCLT is 
also a development partner with private-sector developers who are required to develop 
affordable for sale housing as part of the City’s inclusionary housing ordinance. Working with 
developers, CCLT helps them: 

 Identify qualified buyers for affordable homes; 

 Complete buyer income verification; 

 Provide buyers lists of lenders who specialize in affordable lending programs; 

 Assist buyers with the purchase process; 

 Coordinate homebuyer classes; 

 Act as the listing agency for affordable units; and 

 Manage the resale of the affordable units.  

Keeping Units Affordable 

When affordable workforce housing units are created through special governmental concessions or 
contributions of community property and resources, there is a need to maintain the affordability of 
these units over time.  The community’s objective is not to enrich a single homeowner, but rather to 
facilitate the community’s long-term affordable housing opportunities.  There are two common 
approaches for maintaining affordability: 

 A property’s future sales price is limited through deed-restriction.  In other words, when an 
existing homeowner decides to sell his/her “workforce housing” property, the sales price is 
limited to some specified amount based on a pre-determined deed-recorded provision or 
formula. Only qualified buyers may purchase this property.   Allowable appreciation for the 
homeowner is usually tied to the Consumer Price Index.  

 Develop the units using a land trust model, where the land is leased by the owner and the 
improvements are owned. The land is owned by the developer, nonprofit organization, or the 
City/County. Owners are allowed to recapture the appreciation on the structure and any 
improvements they have made to the home at the time of sale. By controlling the appreciation 
of the land, the units stay more affordable than they would be if they were not in a land trust 
(and did not have other affordability restrictions). 
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CASE STUDY EXAMPLES 

This section provides examples from other communities of the tools and programs recommended to 
address the housing needs in Glendale. The purpose of this section is to provide the City with ideas 
of how to implement some of the recommendations, as well as contacts of the cities introduced 
herein, should the City choose to model its programs after those described herein. 

The sources of information used in this section include BBC’s knowledge of programs and tools from 
working with current and past clients; case studies from “Workforce Housing: Innovative Strategies 
and Best Practices,” Urban Land Institute, 2006; and Internet searches and reviews of best practices 
identified by the U.S. Department of Housing & Urban Development (HUD).  

Density Bonuses and Fee Waivers  
to Produce Workforce Housing 

The Wellington Neighborhood in Breckenridge, 
Colorado is one of the best examples of a master-
planned, workforce housing community. The 
neighborhood was created by a private developer who 
had a vision to create affordable, attractive mountain 
housing. The biggest challenge, according to the 
developer, was the Town’s “land use regulations… 

which prohibited some of the design elements that give the neighborhood its charm: setbacks, alley 
widths and road widths, to name a few.” 1 

Purpose. Wellington was designed to provide affordable, for-sale housing for the workforce in 
Breckenridge and Summit County, Colorado. The majority of the homes—98 of the 122 total—are 
deed-restricted. Twenty-four (20 percent) are market rate. The homes are only available to full-time 
residents who work at least 30 hours per week in Summit County. The Wellington Neighborhood is 
governed by the Wellington Homeowners Association, which includes a design review committee. 

Home sizes and prices. Homes range in size from 1,000 to 2,000 square feet. They include 
detached single family homes and townhomes. Pricing ranges from $220,000 for deed-restricted 
homes to more than $480,000 for market rate homes. 

Lot sizes vary from approximately 3,800 square feet to 5,800 square feet, with most being around 
4,000 square feet. 

The deed restriction limits the amount of appreciation an owner can realize upon the re-sale of the 
home. This ensures that the units are affordable to the next buyer. Price appreciation is limited to  
3 percent per year, or the percentage increase in the area median income (AMI), whichever is greater. 

                                                      
1
 Cottage Living, http://www.poplarhouse.com/awardsPress_print.htm. 
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Development challenges and successes. One of the largest barriers to developing workforce 
housing in Breckenridge is the high cost of land. The development team kept costs down by 
acquiring property in unincorporated Summit County, contiguous to the Town of Breckenridge. 

The county’s zoning ended up being the largest barrier to development. The zoning on the site only 
allowed four homes. After years of public debate about the project, the Town of Breckenridge agreed 
to annex the property and permit a total of 122 units. Town leaders also accepted the developer’s 
vision of a dense, new urbanist-design. And, the Town provided important subsidies worth about $1 
million by waiving of inspection, annexation, and development-review fees worth about $7,500 per 
unit, and of a 1 percent transfer tax worth approximately $2,500 per unit. 

Land Donation for Workforce Housing 

Casa del Maestro (literally translated as “house of the teacher”) is a 40-unit apartment complex 
developed in Santa Clara, California, which is rented exclusively to teachers in the Santa Clara 
Unified School District. The school district built and owns the development to provide affordable 
housing to its teachers. 

Although this program contains rental units only, it is a model that could be easily employed to create for-
sale housing or a mix of housing tenure. It also demonstrates a unique partnership between the school 
district and a private-sector developer, who was in the business of developing luxury housing in the area. 

The program arose due to the school district’s difficulty in attracting and retaining teachers. In the 
late 1990s, the school district was experiencing five-year attrition rates of more than 300 percent. 
Leadership within the district determined that the cost of attrition was higher than the cost of 
providing affordable housing to teachers. 

The site and development process. The school district owned a 2.16-acre surplus site adjacent 
to an existing school. The school district decided to dedicate this site to the development of Casa del 
Maestro. Owning the land was a huge factor in keeping development costs down and keeping the 
apartments affordable. Apartment complexes surrounding the site served as the design guideline for 
the developer of the property. 

The developer of Casa del Maestro was a regional provider of luxury housing. The developer agreed 
to trade a lower return for the satisfaction and public acknowledgement of having provided a 
community service in the form of affordable housing. The developer proposed to act as the project 
developer in return for reimbursement costs of project management—but not additional fees or 
profit. The primary “return” to the developer was a strengthened relationship with the school district 
and the City and County of Santa Clara. 

Development funding and operations. The project was funded through bonds issued by the 
school district. Rents were set at the minimum amount that would be required to cover actual 
operating costs, debt service on the bonds and a small reserve fund. This resulted in rental rates for a 
one-bedroom unit of $650 to $730, about half the regional average for one-bedroom rents. The 
rental contract is contingent upon employment with the school district, and the maximum length of 
time tenants are allowed to live in the units is 5 years. It is hoped that within this timeframe, teachers 
will be able to build their savings and purchase a home. Renters have access to homebuyer counseling 
and assistance programs provided through the City government. 
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Lessons learned. Several lessons were learned from this unique project that can be employed  
in other cities: 

 Land dedication by the school district was crucial to building the affordable housing. 
Many municipalities, school districts and other agencies have surplus parcels of land 
that could be used for developing all types of affordable housing. 

 This housing model—called constituent group housing—could be employed to other 
members of the local workforce, including police officers, firefighters and municipal 
employees. 

 Professional workforce housing must replicate the amenities, location and quality of 
market-rate housing. Highly trained professionals demand (and deserve) a high quality 
of life from their homes. 

 In cases where an agency owns housing that is rented to its employees, a third party 
property manager should handle the leasing and upkeep of the property. This ensures 
that the owner/employer is kept at an “arm’s length” from the tenant/employee. 

Discounted Land Sale  
for Affordable Senior Housing 

The Viviendas Asistenciales housing for the elderly 
and persons with disabilities in Tucson, Arizona has 
31 accessible units with individual courtyards grouped 
around a common courtyard. The use of native 
landscaping and design of the courtyards allows 
residents to enjoy being outdoors while keeping cool.  

The facility is ideally located: It is next to a county facility offering health and social services, across 
the street from a large shopping center and one block from a hospital.  

The Tucson Community Development Center, which owns and operates the development, paid 
$37,600 for the property, rather than its market value of $400,000. Pima County offered the 
property via a public process to any developer who would agree to provide 30 units of full subsidized 
and handicapped units for 40 years. At the end of the 40 year term, the property title returns to Pima 
County.  

The construction of the development cost $962,500; total development costs were $1,116,976, or 
$36,000 per unit. Funding was obtained through the Section 202 program; residents receive Section 
8 voucher subsidies.  
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SECTION VI. 
GIS Data Analysis 

A significant component of the Strategic Housing Study BBC Research & Consulting (BBC) 
conducted for the City of Glendale (City) involved collecting detailed housing and demographic data 
at small geographic levels called Block Groups. This section contains examples of how the City might 
analyze and map the data for use in its planning purposes. 

Methodology 

BBC collected approximately 400 demographic and housing variables for every Census Block Group 
in the City, as well as for Block Groups that are partially contained within the City, and assembled 
the data in an Excel database.  

The U.S. Census Bureau uses several types of geographic areas in its data collection and tabulation 
operations, including their structure, designations and relationships to one another. The Census 
Block Group is a subdivision of a Census Tract—a Block Group is the smallest geographic unit for 
which the Census Bureau tabulates sample data. A Block Group consists of all the Blocks within a 
Census Tract with the same beginning number. The Census Tract is a small, relatively permanent 
statistical subdivision of a county, delineated by a local committee of census data users for the 
purpose of presenting data. Census Tract boundaries normally follow visible features, but may follow 
governmental unit boundaries and other non-visible features in some instances; they always nest 
within counties. Designed to be relatively homogeneous units with respect to population 
characteristics, economic status and living conditions at the time of establishment, Census Tracts 
average about 4,000 inhabitants. They may be split by any sub-county geographic entity. 

Example: Block Group 3 consists of all Blocks within a 2000 Census Tract numbering from 3000 to 
3999. In 1990, Block Group 3 consisted of all Blocks numbered from 301 to 399Z. 

We used the most current sources of data for the database, including: 

 Demographic projections for 2006 from the commercial data provider Claritas; 

 Data on homes sold and for sale from Bill Whetten;  

 Census data from 2000.  

Attached to the end of this section is a complete list of shapefiles and variables available for the City’s 
use in the Excel file submitted with the City of Glendale’s Housing Study.  

The maps and tables that follow provide examples of what can be mapped and learned from the 
available data and ArcGIS shapefiles (mapping files). The majority of the maps show data as a 
percentage of the population in each Block Group. For example when looking at the map of the 
percent of Hispanic or Latino households by Block Group, a percentage of 25 means that 
approximately 25 percent of the households within an individual Block Group are Hispanic or Latino 
households.  
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Population 

Population growth is a common tool used to examine a community’s health. Population growth may 
mean an increase in the building of housing or a revitalization of an area, therefore creating a demand 
for more goods and services. An increase in population is commonly interpreted as a positive 
occurrence; however it also brings more challenges for a community such as increased traffic 
congestion and pollution.  

More than 92,000 people have become Glendale residents in the past 16 years. The City added an 
average of almost 5,800 residents per year between 1990 and 2006. 

Over one-fourth of the Block Groups located within Glendale’s border have increased more than 100 
percent from 1990 to 2006. The majority of these Block Groups are located in the western and 
northern areas of the City. Another one-fourth of Glendale Block Groups lost population over the 
previous 16 years. These Block Groups were more centrally located in the City. Exhibit VI-1 shows 
the percent change of the population by Block Group from 1990 to 2006.  

Exhibit VI-1. 
Percent Change of Population by Block Group, City of Glendale, 1990 to 2006 

 

Source: Claritas data, 2006 and BBC Research and Consulting. 

Glendale’s population is evenly distributed among the Block Groups located in central and northern 
Glendale. However, the Block Groups in the far western part of the City were less dense and 
contained approximately 10 percent of Glendale’s population.  
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Income 

According to data projections, the 2006 median household income (MHI) in the City of Glendale 
was $49,889, up from $45,393 in 2000.1  

The Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) also provides median household 
incomes for select Metropolitan Statistical Areas (MSA), cities and counties throughout the United 
States. The federal government (and most state and city governments) use HUD’s median family 
income (MFI) to define eligible households for housing and community development programs. The 
HUD MFI for the Phoenix-Mesa-Scottsdale MSA was $60,100 in 2006.  

Exhibit VI-2 shows MHI by Block Group. Lightly shaded Block Groups have medians that are less 
than the HUD median of $60,100. Darkly shaded Block Groups are higher than the overall median. 
The map shows that the northern Block Groups (and to some extent, western Block Groups) have 
higher medians than those in the south-central and southeastern portions of the City.  

Exhibit VI-2. 
Median Household Income by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas data, 2006 and BBC Research and Consulting. 

 

                                                      
 
1
 Claritas estimates a median income of $49,889 for Glendale in 2006; the Census American Community Survey estimates 

a very similar $48,455.  
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Exhibit VI-3 displays the percent of households earning less than 80 percent of the 2006 HUD 
median family income (the MFI equals $60,100 and 80 percent of that MFI is $48,080) by Block 
Group. These households are considered by HUD to be low-income. For example, a percentage of 
25 means that approximately 25 percent of the households within an individual Block Group are 
low-income. As demonstrated by the exhibit, low-income households are largely grouped in the 
south-central and southeast portions of the City.   

Exhibit VI-3.  
Percent of Households Earning Less Than 80% HUD 2006 MFI (Low- and  
Moderate-Income Households) by Block Group, City of Glendale 2006 

 

Source: Claritas 2006 estimates, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Exhibit VI-4 displays the percent of households earning less than 50 percent of the 2006 HUD 
median family income (the MFI equals $60,100 and 50 percent of that MFI is $30,050) by Block 
Group. These households are considered by HUD to be very low-income. Very low-income 
households are more commonly found in the south-central and southeast portions of the City. 

Exhibit VI-4. 
Percent of Households Earning Less Than 50% HUD 2006 MFI  
(Very Low-Income Households) by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas 2006 estimates, HUD and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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HUD low- and moderate-income areas. HUD also performs a series of calculations to 
determine the number of low- and moderate-income persons at the Block Group level, which are 
sized to fit with the City border. The Low and Moderate Income Summary Data (LMISD) values are 
calculated using income that has been previously reported to the Census Bureau (for families and 
non-families) as compared to income limits, where the reported income and income limits reflect the 
same point in time. The current LMISD is calculated using the 2000 Census data, which is the latest 
available data for reported income.  

HUD estimates that 41 percent of Glendale’s population is low- and moderate-income. The 
following exhibit shows the percent of population for each Block Group that is low- and moderate-
income.  

Exhibit VI-5. 
HUD’s Percent of Population Earning Less Than 80% of the MFI (Low- and  
Moderate-Income Population) by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2007 

 

Source: U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development.  
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Below poverty level. The Census reported that in 2006, 13 percent of Glendale’s families had 
incomes below the poverty level. The Block Groups that are shaded in Exhibit VI-6 have a higher 
percentage of families living below poverty level residing in them when compared to the City overall. 
Poverty appears to be concentrated in the shaded Block Groups. However, an analysis of the data 
shows that poverty is fairly evenly dispersed: The 8 Block Groups with poverty rates that exceed 40 
percent contain only 6 percent of the City’s families living in poverty.   

Exhibit VI-6. 
Percent of Families Living Below Poverty Level by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas data, 2006 and BBC Research and Consulting. 

The above maps showing concentrations of low-income households living in poverty will be 
important to the City as it considers the location of new housing to serve low-income households. To 
facilitate more mixed-income communities, such housing should be located in the north-central, 
northern and western portions of the City. 
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Employment 

Approximately 3 percent of the employable2 Glendale population was unemployed in 2006. The 
shaded Block Groups in the following exhibit have a higher unemployment rate than the City overall.  

Exhibit VI-7. 
Percent of Employable Population that is  
Unemployed by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 

                                                      
 
2
 The employable population includes persons age 16 and over who are in the Armed Forces, civilian employed, civilian 

unemployed or not in the labor force. 
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The following exhibit shows the number of people employed by Block Group. This map illustrates 
where in the City the largest number of workers live, which is important for future housing planning, 
particularly if the City desires to reduce commutes and create opportunities for live/work 
environments.  

Exhibit VI-8. 
Number of People Employed by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Note: Persons employed includes civilian and Armed Forces employees.  

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 

In addition to persons employed and unemployed, the number of persons employed by occupation 
by Block Group was collected and is available for mapping by individual occupation.  
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Housing 

In 2006, about 61 percent of Glendale’s housing units were considered single family detached; 29 
percent were apartments. Approximately 4 percent of the units were single family attached units  
(e.g., townhomes, duplexes, etc.).3 The majority of Block Groups in Glendale have single family 
detached homes as their dominant housing structure, as show in Exhibit VI-9.  

Exhibit VI-9. 
Dominant Housing Structure by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 

                                                      
 
3
 Single family, attached or 1-unit, attached – This is a 1-unit structure that has one or more walls extending from ground 

to roof separating it from adjoining structures. In row houses (sometimes called townhouses), double houses, or houses 
attached to nonresidential structures, each house is a separate, attached structure if the dividing or common wall goes from 
ground to roof. 
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According to the 2006 Census, approximately one-half of Glendale’s rental housing units were built 
before 1980. Exhibit VI-10 shows the median year that housing units were built by Block Group. For 
many Block Groups, the dominant years for development were 1971 to 1989. The Block Groups with 
median years of 1989 and lower are also the areas where the most affordable for sale housing is located.  

Exhibit VI-10. 
Median Year Housing Units Were Built by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Tenure. Of the City’s 77,300 occupied housing units, 48,750, or 63 percent, were owner-occupied. 
An estimated 28,566 units, or 37 percent, were renter-occupied.  

Exhibit VI-11 shows the percent of occupied housing units who are renters by Block Group. The 
shaded Block Groups have a higher percentage of renter-occupied units than is commonly found in 
the City.  

Exhibit IV-11. 
Percent of Renter-Occupied Housing Units by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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In 2006, the homeownership rate in Glendale was estimated at 63 percent. Exhibit VI-12 shows the 
homeownership rate in Glendale by Block Group. The areas with the darkest shading indicate Block 
Groups where the homeownership percentage was higher than the City average overall. 

Exhibit VI-12. 
Percent of Owner-Occupied Housing Units by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 

To the extent that the City desires to diversify its housing stock by type and tenure, Exhibits VI-9 
through VI-12 will help with planning where to locate new/infill rental and ownership housing. 
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Affordability. Exhibits VI-13 and VI-14 show the location of homes affordable to the City’s low- 
to moderate-income households. For the purposes of the following maps, the Phoenix MSA median 
household income of $52,008, as reported by Claritas, was used to determine affordability. This 
median household income was used because it is more reflective of incomes for all households when 
compared to HUD’s MFI. Low-income households are defined as those earning $42,000 and less. 
Moderate-income households are defined as those who earn $62,000 and less.  

Exhibit VI-13. 
Location of Homes Sold That Are Affordable to Households Earning $42,000  
(Sale Price was $141,000 or Lower), City of Glendale, January to July 14, 2007 

 

Note: Attached homes include patio homes, townhouses, apartment style condominiums and Gemini/twin homes.  

Source: BBC Research and Consulting and MLS sales data provided by Bill Whetten. 

The best option for homeownership for households earning $42,000 and less is attached housing, 
followed by manufactured/mobile housing. Affordable units are largely located in the southeast 
portion of the City.  
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Exhibit VI-14. 
Location of Homes Sold That Are Affordable to Households Earning $62,000  
(Sale Price was $217,000 or Lower), City of Glendale, January to July 14, 2007 

 

Note: Attached homes include patio homes, townhouses, apartment style condominiums and Gemini/twin homes.  

Source: BBC Research and Consulting and MLS sales data provided by Bill Whetten. 

Households earning $62,000 and less (120 percent of AMI) have many more homes to choose from 
than lower-income households. Once households exceed the $50,000 income threshold, there are 
many more units available to buy. 
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MLS sales data was also converted to summary data for each Block Group where homes were sold in 
Glendale. For example, the average sale price and average year the housing units were built in each 
Block Group was calculated and is shown in Exhibit VI-15 and Exhibit VI-16. The following exhibit 
shows the number of units sold from January to July 14, 2007 in the City of Glendale by Block 
Group.  

Exhibit 15. 
Number of Housing Units Sold by Block Group, City of Glendale, January to July 14, 2007 

 

Source: BBC Research and Consulting and MLS data provided by Bill Whetten. 
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Exhibit 16. 
Average Sale Price by Block Group, City of Glendale, January to July 14, 2007 

 

Source: BBC Research and Consulting and MLS sales data provided by Bill Whetten. 

Exhibit 17. 
Average Year Housing Unit Built by Block Group, City of Glendale, January to July 14, 2007 

 

Source: BBC Research and Consulting and MLS sale data provided by Bill Whetten. 
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Areas of Risk 

The data collected can also be overlaid through mapping to pinpoint multiple characteristics of 
certain areas in the City. For example, Block Groups with higher than City averages of families living 
below poverty level, unemployment rates and renter-occupied housing units could be consider areas 
that face risk of disinvestment.  

Exhibits VI-18 through VI-20, which follow, map these variables individually. Exhibit VI-21 shows 
an overlay of these variables, indicating which Block Groups have all of the following characteristics:  

 Higher than average family poverty rate; 

 Higher than average unemployment; and  

 Declining population between 2000 and 2006.  

Exhibit VI-18. 
Percent of Families Living Below Poverty Level by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Exhibit VI-19. 
Percent of Employable Population that is  
Unemployed by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 

Exhibit VI-20. 
Block Groups with Population Decline, City of Glendale, 2000 to 2006 

 

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 
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Exhibit VI-21. 
Risk Analysis by Block Group, City of Glendale, 2006 

 

Note: Risk factors include: 1) Greater than 13 percent of families living below poverty level; 2) Greater than 9 percent unemployment; and 3) Population 
decline from 1990 to 2006.  

Source: Claritas, 2006 estimates and BBC Research & Consulting. 

 




