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INTRODUCTION

Summary

As El Paso continues to grow, it has the opporyuitdevelop in such a way that minimizes the
environmental impacts of travel, while also redgdnmousehold transportation costs. This report
provides information on the combined housing aaddportation costs in the El Paso region,
demonstrating that these two household expensedamely linked. Housing developments
radiating out from the city center tend to be newmd larger, and their dispersed land use and
transportation infrastructure make car ownershig, its resultant cost, a necessity. In contrast,
both housing and transportation costs are lowérercompact neighborhoods within the city
where residents can more easily get to jobs, shgpgd amenities by transit and walking.

For years, real estate market pricing has incotpdrtéhe value of land into the price of a home—
based on its location and proximity to jobs and ritres—but there is less clarity about the
effect of accompanying transportation costs assattiaith an efficient or inefficient location on
these values. In many places where single-fantipés are more “affordable,” or offer “more
house for your money”, usually in outlying areassts are lower in part because land is cheaper.
However, the transportation costs can be much higihe can often outweigh the savings on
housing cost$. In order to provide a better picture of affordiapin the El Paso region, a
measure that models the full costs of transportadizd combines it with the cost of housing is
utilized. This tool is called the Housing + Trangptdon (H+T°") Affordability Index?

The El Paso metropolitan statistical area (MSAyage median income was $34,065 and the
average household size was 3.18 members accomithg 2000 US CensdsGiven this
income, housing in the El Paso region is broadigrdable when measured using a widely
accepted standard of affordability of 30% or lesBausehold income.

In contrast to the relative affordability of hougirEl Paso residents are largely overburdened by
transportation costs. In the El Paso region, Honigetransportation costs range from as little as
$600 per month to nearly $1,000 per mchtAs a percent of income, households in much of the
El Paso region spend more than 28% of their incomgansportation. In areas, this cost can
even be as high as 33% or more of the average mediame, making it a greater burden than
housing in some areas.

Because housing and transportation costs bothseagyeatly by location, considering the two
costs jointly is key in measuring and understandmegaffordability of a location. The maps in
this report demonstrate that combined H+T costgaage from less than 35% of household

! Lipman, Barbara J. A Heavy Load: The Combined Ham& Transportation Burdens of Working Families.
Center for Housing Policy, Washington D.C., 2006.

2 Center for Transit-Oriented Development and CefateNeighborhood Technology. The Affordability ket A
New Tool for Measuring the True Affordability oftéousing Choice. Brookings Institution’s Urban Maike
Initiative, Washington D.C., 2006.

3 All data, statistics, and maps presented in gy®rt reference 2000 data unless otherwise noted.




income in the central city to more than 75% in yiaty areas for the household earning the
average median income. This indicates that therenany areas, particularly those outside city
limits, where median income households become gugeburdened by housing and
transportation costs.

High housing and transportation costs have a da#ett on individual household budgets.
They restrict the opportunity to save and to baddets. And, since high H+T is heavily
correlated with high rates of car ownership, fagsiloften find themselves investing in
automobiles that depreciate rapidly, rather thanwestments that build wealth, like
homeownership, savings, or education.

Low combined housing and transportation costs iR&do correspond to specific neighborhood
characteristics: they are more compact (with nmangseholds per acre) and tend to have a range
of stores and amenities in close proximity. Mahthese communities with low combined H+T
values are walkable neighborhoods with accesstguansit provided by Sun Metro. Low

H+T scores and expanded mobility options are cjosshted.

As El Paso plans for the future, maintaining low$iag and transportation costs could be a
strategic objectivé. This can be accomplished by planning compact chixee development

with access to transit, which encourages and stgppital neighborhoods. Expanding public
transportation options is also essential, botheiasing scheduled service and ridership as well as
establishing new options such as car shativay pooling and other demand-responsive
services.

® Bullock, Ryan Mooney and Bernstein, Scott. DriverDebt. CNT, 2002.

® The Metropolitan Transportation Commission, wtigkhe Metropolitan Planning Organization for ttenS
Francisco Bay Area, this year formally adopted al @b reducing the combined cost of housing andsjpartation
as a percentage of median income by 10 percen®®Y.2/arious cities have started considering sugbad for
municipal policy, or are considering adopting aigotlefining housing affordability as including thest of
transportation

" In San Francisco, independent non-profit car sigasrganizations have documented considerableoédistng
reduction benefits. See: Cervero, R., Golub, Ad Hee, B. San Francisco City CarShare: Longer-TEnmel-
Demand and Car Ownership Impacts. Institute ofaldrind Regional Development, University of Califarat
Berkeley. Department of Transportation and Park@ity of San Francisco.




El Paso Mobility Assets

The design of El Paso’s street network and landenseurages a dependence on the auto
throughout much of the city and metro area. Actwydo the 2000 US Census, in El Paso
County, 92% of workers commute by a car, truckam {see Figure 1), and households own an
average of 1.7 autos (see Figure 2). An exceptidhis trend is at Fort Bliss where significantly
less people commute to work by car, truck or vike]y due to military personnel living in close
proximity to their work locations. Also, in thet@iof ElI Paso, there are areas with less than
75% of workers commuting to work in a private védicln these areas, households own an
average of less than one auto per household. &nerfin the City of ElI Paso that may
contribute to the lower auto ownership rates ispeentage of workers who commute to work
by public transportation (see Figure 3). In mutkloPaso County, this is less than 1%, but in
the City of El Paso, there are areas where more1b& of workers commute by transit.

One factor that impacts mode choice and auto owiers the level of available transit. The
H+T Index employs a measure of transit serviceedathe Transit Connectivity Index (TCI).
Transit service levels for the purposes of the @@lbased on access and intensity of transit
service in a given census block group. Accesgpsured by a quarter mile buffer around each
bus route, and intensity is based on the numbkned that serve the Census block group. For a
given Census block group, the index accounts fptrcentage of land area within walking
access to a bus route and the number of bus lidesever, it is important to note that TCl is
not a descriptive or a literal definition of semjdut rather a calculated prediction of transit
service levels. Figure 4 shows the results offitGeapplication within the El Paso area. Not
surprisingly, the highest levels of TCI run througke downtown core, areas where auto
ownership and the percent of people driving to wamkthe lowest in the region.

Maintaining current transportation options and emaging expansion will be critical as gasoline
prices continue to fluctuate. Figure 5 shows thsofine expenditures in 2000 based on an
average gasoline price of $1.52/gallon. Figuraéoring in all of the same assumptions for
vehicle miles travelefishows how these expenditures change simply basétincrease in fuel
prices. This map shows annual expenditures basedgasoline price of $3.96/gallon, a price
frequently reached and even surpassed in 2008.

8 Vehicle miles traveled calculated in the Housingransportation Affordability Index model.




Figure 1: Percent of Workers Commuting by Automobik
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Figure 2: Average Automobiles per Household




Figure 3: Percent of Workers Commuting by Public Transit



Figure 4: Transit Connectivity Index



Figure 5: Annual Gasoline Expenditures Based on a0®0 Gas Price



Figure 6: Annual Gasoline Expenditures Based on a0®8 Gas Price
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AFFORDABILITY IN EL PASO
Housing and Transportation Affordability: A New Understanding

For years, real estate market pricing has incotpdrthe value of land into the price of a home—
based on its location and proximity to jobs and @itress—but there is less clarity about the
effect of accompanying transportation costs assedtiith an efficient or inefficient location on
these values. In most cases, the very same feahaemake the land and home more attractive,
and likely more valuable per square foot, also elese transportation costs. Being close to jobs
and commuter transit options reduces the experssesiated with daily commuting; this is a
cornerstone of transit-oriented development (TOID)fact, being within walking distance of a
downtown or neighborhood shopping district allowsoaisehold to replace some of the typical
daily auto trips with one or more walking tripsdamay even allow a family to get by with one
less automobile.

By contrast, in many places where single-family lberare more “affordable,” or offer “more
house for your money”, usually in outlying areassts are lower in part because land is cheaper.
However, the transportation costs can be much higihe can often outweigh the savings on
housing costs. In many of these areas where holgsetdrive to qualify” for affordable

housing, transportation costs can exceed 32% ofdimld income, creating a greater cost
burden than housing. Conversely, in some comnaswtihere households are less automobile
dependent, transportation can represent as litl&b of median household incorhe.

In order to provide a better picture of affordayiin the El Paso area, a measure that models the
full costs of transportation and combines it wiik tost of housing is utilized. This tool is called
the Housing + Transportation Affordability Indek¢tH+T Index or the Index). The Index is
reported here as the percentage of household inconsimed by Housing Costs (H) plus
Transportation Costs (T), as shown in the formelaw (see

° High and low transportation expenditure perceatsutated from the 53 metropolitan areas presemieithe H+T
Affordability Index website Ifttp://htaindex.cnt.ong
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Figure 7). For example, in a particular censuslolgroup, the H+T costs may be 45% of
median household income, where 30% of income isdoising and 15% of income is for
transportation.

Housing and transportation costs considered togealemeasured by the H+T Index, are a
useful measure of the relative affordability offelient locations in and around El Paso. Based
on comparisons of 53 metro areas studied, rangorg farge cities with extensive transit (such
as the New York metro area) to small metros witleerely limited transit options (such as Fort
Wayne, IN), an attainable standard for transpamatiosts has been identified as 18% of average
median income. All metro regions in the study, &oying extents, exhibit areas where the level
of 18% has currently been reached. Thereforenahmeark of affordability has been defined as
this level of 18%, combined with the standard d¥a30r less of income for housing costs, or

48% or less of the median income spent on housidgransportation combined.
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Figure 7: Affordability Index Formula

Affordability Index = Housing Costs + Transportation Costs*
Income

*Transportation Costs include the modeled cost wfo”hOwnership, Auto Use, and Transit Use
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Applying the H+T Affordability Index to El Paso

Using the factors described above, the H+T Index e#culated for the El Paso area by Census
block group. As described above, the formula lier ihdex is simple: housing plus
transportation divided by income equals the trugt obwhere one chooses to live.

Transportation

Figure 8 shows the average monthly transportatistsg modeled for a household making the
average median income (AMI) of $34,065, by Cendaskbgroup in the El Paso metro area.
There are clear differences in the transportatasiscbetween the City of El Paso and the
suburban-style development around the city borddrthe more dispersed areas of the county.
Not surprisingly, absolute transportation costslaneest in the transit service area of downtown
El Paso, where average costs are generally un@®er @t month. They are particularly low in
the central neighborhoods downtown where houselm@dspend less than $600 per month on
transportation. These lower transportation cosiglae to higher densities, where access to
amenities and employment centers is plentiful. npartation costs are highest on the outskirts
of the county where some households spend neaf®@8er month on transportation. This is
partly a function of lower density and the absewnicether key elements that contribute to lower
transportation costs within El Paso’s central neaghoods, resulting in higher auto ownership
rates and a need to travel greater distances &yeay needs.

Figure 9 shows the same modeled monthly transpamtaosts, this time as a percent of the
average median income by Census block group. Holgéransportation burdens in metro El
Paso are striking. There are very few places wheuseholds spend less than 20% of the AMI
on transportation, and these areas are primarifpwntown El Paso. In any other part of the
metro area, the average household can expect naol sppéeast 24% of their income on
transportation, and upwards of 30% in the farthesthing areas of the county.

Figure 10 shows an even more striking view — trartsgion costs as a percent of 80% of the
area median income ($27,252). This view is sigaift because this is the transportation burden
representing what working households can expetttarkl Paso area. Here, the areas where
households can anticipate spending more than 24%eofincome on transportation cover the
entire metro area. This indicates that a largernitgjof households making less than the
average median income (and even many earning AMIpw significantly overburdened by the
cost of transportation in the El Paso region.

14



Figure 8: Monthly Transportation Costs
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Figure 9: Monthly Transportation Costs as a Percenbf AMI
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Figure 10: Monthly Transportation Costs as a Percenof 80% AMI
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Housing

Housing is significantly more affordable than tnaotation in metro El Paso. Figure 11 shows
that, regionally, housing costs are lowest in thietial neighborhoods of EI Paso and in the
farthest reaching, dispersed areas in the nortla@assouthern portions of the county. While
average housing costs are higher in the northemiiope of the City and heading east out of the
city, average housing costs are rarely over $1g#0nonth. Figure 12 shows that the AMI
earning household pays less than the national atdrad 30% of their income on housing in a
large majority of El Paso County. In the northveestareas of the city and county, average
housing costs do become slightly out of reachHerAMI earning household, but overall, the
region is still largely affordable in terms of hougalone. Households earning 80% of the AMI
face greater housing burdens, but still find hogisimthe region largely affordable. The map in
Figure 13 indicates that these households do figttsy more restricted areas in which they can
limit housing costs to 30% or less of their income.

18



Figure 11: Monthly Housing Costs
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Figure 12: Housing Costs as a Percent of AMI
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Figure 13: Housing Costs as a Percent of 80% AMI
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Housing + Transportation

As seen in previous maps, housing and transpantaffordability can both vary greatly by
location, making it extremely difficult for housdlle to make informed decisions about the true
affordability of housing location choices. The daned H+T Affordability Index maps (Figure
14 and Figure 15) show the burdens that AMI earaimg) working households pay for combined
housing and transportation in any given area thmougmetro El Paso. If it is assumed that
spending no more than 48% of a household’s incambdth housing and transportation
combined is affordable, Figure 14 indicates thabasehold earning the AMI has fewer
affordable choices when transportation costs aredied in the affordability measure. These
areas where average costs are affordable for thee@khing household are located in the central
neighborhoods of El Paso, and then spread nortigdl&-854 B, northwest along 1-10, and
southeast along the border. Figure 15, represptiimmH+T affordability for working
households, shows an even more restricted areffoodiability limited to the central
neighborhoods of the city of EI Paso and one larga in the southeast of the county. These
figures clearly indicate that affordability meassutkat consider housing costs alone, without
taking into account transportation costs, do novjgle a complete view of affordability.

High Housing + Transportation costs affect not antlividual household savings and their
potential for wealth creation, but also the oveealbnomic well being of the metro area. City
government, however, has the ability to influenightransportation costs, by encouraging and
implementing multimodal transportation options flesidents and creating streetscapes that
encourage walking and bicycling. The City can adopt an aggressive policy to market the
benefits of riding Sun Metro and promote mixed-deeelopment with jobs and shopping
downtown to provide El Paso residents an altereat\wdriving to outlying shopping centers to
meet their needs. Finally, the City can suppaggonal planning policy that directs future
growth in a manner that promotes pedestrian-ontkr@mpact, mixed use development in areas
with access to transit.

22



Figure 14: Housing + Transportation Costs as a Peent of AMI
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Figure 15: Housing + Transportation Costs as a Peent of 80% AMI
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Profiles of Transportation Costs for Sample Commurties

Table 1 below shows the average transportatiors iostommunities and neighborhoods in and
around El Paso and indicates how two Index varglaeerage block size in acres (see Figure
17) and average vehicles per household (FigurafR)ence the average household
transportation costs. In the City of El Paso, agertransportation costs are $744 per month and,
in El Paso County, $752 per month. While the nigkes up a large proportion of the county
population, the dispersed land use patterns outditlee city limits results in the county having a
larger average block size, higher average vehpgesiousehold, and therefore, slightly higher
average household transportation costs than inithe

Table 1: Transportation Costs for Sample Communits in and around El Paso

Average Block Average Average
Place Households Size Vehicles per | Transportation
Household Costs/ Month
Main Cities
El Paso 181,953 21 1.65 $744
Socorro 6,096 29 1.86 $774
County
El Paso | 209,884 | 58 | 1.67 $752
El Paso Neighborhoods*
Central 42,542 11 1.30 $603
Lower Valley 29,325 16 1.71 $688
Northeast 30,167 49 1.68 $764
East 48,079 16 1.85 $819
Northwest 33,440 44 1.73 $856
Source: US Census Bureau, 2000. Transportatigtscare modeled based on Affordability Index.
*See Figure 16 for neighborhood boundaries

There are also significant differences in transggah costs within the City of El Paso.
Transportation costs are the highest in the cibyiiad the outer edges, such as in the Northwest
where the average block size is quite large. Hmrerage transportation costs are $856 per
month, and households, on average, own 1.73 auitesolI ransportation costs are lowest in
the central area of the City, where householdstayetransportation costs are $603 monthly.
Here, the block size is much smaller, averagingdrés, creating more compact areas with
services and amenities within walking distanceisTasults in households owning fewer cars on
average and benefiting from more transit optioResearch indicates that households living in
these more compact neighborhoods will own fewercle$ and drive fewer miles — resulting in
lower monthly transportation expenditures.

25



Figure 16: El Paso Neighborhoods
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Figure 17: Average Block Size
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Changing Affordability with Changing Fuel Prices

While it is quite intuitive that increasing fuelipes impacts households’ transportation cost
burdens, what may be less clear is the extent tohageople will be impacted, and how
exposure to such variability can impact househditterently. Households living in largely auto
dependent areas are left in a position of greaterability to fluctuations in fuel prices because
they have few options other than to drive. Howelteuseholds in compact, mixed-use areas
with access to transit, jobs and services have muanie transportation mode choice, less
dependency on automobiles, and therefore, lesssexp®o changing costs.

Figure 18 shows the same monthly transportatiotsenapped in Figure 8, using a gas price of
$3.96, a price frequently reached, and even suepdags2008. The tremendous impact of this
increased fuel price is immediately apparent. f&dw® further illustrates this point, showing the
actual percent change in values between Figurel&eyure 18. In other words, Figure 19
shows the change in transportation costs resuitomg an increase in gas prices from $1.52 to
$3.96. In this scenario, all other variables, saslincome and vehicle miles traveled, are held at
the same value, making the change in transportabets a sole function of the change in
gasoline prices. The areas with the greatest @amnijansportation costs can be interpreted as
the areas most vulnerable to fluctuating gas pri¢es example, the central neighborhoods in El
Paso show a much smaller change in transportatists than outer reaching areas, indicating
that residents of the central city of El Paso ass impacted by increasing gas prices.

28



Figure 18: Monthly Transportation Costs Based on 2008 Gas Price
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Figure 19: Percent Change in Transportation Cost€onsidering Select 2000 to 2008 Gas Prices
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CONCLUSIONS
Summary of Affordability Index Results

In the El Paso area, housing costs are in an afdedange in many areas for an average earning
household; in most places, a household earniné\kiecould expect to spend 30% or less on
housing. But, the majority of these householddatalso expect to pay more than 28% of their
income on transportation in much of the area, anelast over 24% in nearly the whole area,

with the exception of a small pocket in the centig} of EI Paso.

Figure 20 and Figure 21 present a unique, new wviea¥fordability. Figure 20 presents a
traditional view of affordability — housing costsrnsuming no more than 30% of a household
income. Here, areas shaded yellow represent #as avhere an average earning household
could expect to find affordable housing. In conmgam, Figure 21 presents a new view of
affordability — housing + transportation costs agnghg no more than 48% of household
income. Here, the yellow area compresses signifigandicating the reduction of affordable
areas to households earning the AMI. This chandend area actually represented 98,492
households, or nearly half of the total occupieddiog units in the year 2000.

While a standard of affordability of 48% or lessrmdome devoted to housing and transportation
costs has been utilized in the H+T analysis, itigortant to realize that this should not be seen
as an ultimate goal. With fluctuating fuel pricespnomic instability, and problems associated
with automobile use, clearly individuals and comities should be striving for a more
affordable goal. Figure 22 illustrates housing &madsportation costs when 45% of income is
selected as the desired affordability index. Tigisre indicates that this level is attainable in E
Paso, and is currently accomplished within the ciiye and in isolated pockets throughout the
county. The characteristics of these areas, ssitfaasit access, high density, as well as access
to services and jobs in walkable neighborhoodsillsheerve as a model to expand areas in
which this level of affordability is attained.

This new view is significant and unique in thaalibws examination of the combined costs of
housing and transportation by location, a resuttifiéring characteristics of the local
environment, such as density and proximity to emplent centers. The Housing +
Transportation Affordability Index also allows coarjson for different income levels and
household characteristics, significant for analgzwow different families may be impacted by
affordability differently.
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Figure 20: Traditional View of Affordability: Hous ing Costs Above and Below 30% of AMI
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Figure 21: New View of Affordability: Housing + Transportation Costs Above and Below 48% of
AMI
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Figure 22: Goal for Affordability: Housing + Transportation Costs Above and Below 45% of AMI
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APPENDIX
Brief Overview of H+T Affordability Index Methodolo gy

The H+T Affordability Index was created for the Bdso region at the Census block group level.
Information specific to El Paso on residential dgngommercial services, infrastructure, transit
service, and job access were used to predict auership, auto use (vehicle miles traveled per
year per vehicle), and transit use. Because tthexirs specific to both household size and
income, analysis was done for a number of housedinéss and income levels.

The results from the Index highlight areas wheneettgpment patterns, job access, and land use
patterns are especially conducive to transit usdking, biking, and lower auto use. The results
also indicate areas where new development pati&etg necessitate higher auto ownership,
multiple daily trips by auto, long distances to waand are difficult to serve by transit.

The Index can be used to provide two types of \@é&iaformation: 1) a single number to score
each neighborhood’s affordability, represented mgstimated monthly household transportation
cost; and 2) as an unbundled set of indicators (egsit connectivity, block size, distance to
employment, housing density) used to determine kvbfdhese factors are contributing to the
cost of the area, e.g. large block sizes, low iess, low density, few nearby services.

The Affordability Index was calculated using thgtdivariables shown in Figure 23. The
independent, input variables utilized were obtaiftech the 2000 US Census. Specifically, four
neighborhood variables (residential density, avetagck size, transit connectivity index, and
job density) and four household variables (housgimadome, household size, workers per
household, and average journey to work time) wéleed as independent variables. These
variables are used to predict, at a neighborhoasl [€ensus block group), three dependent
variables — auto ownership, auto use, and pulaitsit usage — that determine the total
transportation costs. The costs resulting fronselealculations in conjunction with the well
defined housing costs provide a picture of therdtbility of the region.
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Figure 23: H+T Affordability Model

Car Ownership
+

Car Usage
+

Public Transit Usage

For a full description of the methodology and tewithe results of this research as part of an
interactive website, visitittp://htaindex.cnt.org
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